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Examining Mainstream Consumers’ Reactions toward Ethnic-Targeting Services 
ABSTRACT 
Chuang Rang “Ronnie” Gao 
Trina Larsen Andras, PhD 
Yanliu Huang, PhD 
 
 
 
 
The populations in many countries are becoming increasingly ethnically diverse. 
As a result, many businesses have begun to provide services specifically targeting ethnic 
consumers. Though previous research has studied ethnic consumers’ reactions toward 
these ethnic-targeting services, little research examines mainstream consumers’ reactions 
to these marketing efforts.  In my dissertation, through seven studies, I investigate how 
mainstream consumers react toward ethnic-targeting services. I predict and find that, 1) 
mainstream consumers prefer services simultaneously targeting multiple ethnic groups 
over services exclusively targeting a single ethnic group; 2) among services targeting 
different single ethnic groups, consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas react 
toward them indifferently, whereas mainstream consumers in ethnically homogeneous 
areas favor one over another; 3) consumers react indifferently toward services containing 
subtle or salient ethnic cultural factors; 4) mainstream consumers in different countries 
show different reaction patterns; 5) cosmopolitanism (COS), consumer ethnocentrism 
(CE), and national identity strength (NI) predict mainstream consumers’ reactions toward 
ethnic-targeting services; 6) ethnic consumers react more favorably toward services 
targeting their ethnic groups, but their ethnic identity strength does not affect their 
reactions; and 7) mainstream consumers high on COS are more tolerant when they are 
personally negatively affected by ethnic-targeting services.  
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
The populations in many countries are becoming increasingly ethnically 
diversified. According to the U.S. Census 2010 data, for example, non-Hispanic Whites 
consist of only 63.7% of the total population (US-Census 2010). In France, around 
thirteen million residents, or about one-fifth of the French population, are of ethnic 
origins (Statistics-OECD 2010). To take advantage of the business opportunities 
emerging as a result of this demographic trend, many businesses have begun to provide 
services targeting ethnic consumers, such as adding new employees speaking ethnic 
languages, and developing ethnic language versions of their websites. How do consumers, 
both ethnic and mainstream, react towards these ethnic-targeting services? In this 
research, mainstream consumers refer to the consumers who themselves and their parents 
were born in their country of residence. After living in their country of residence for at 
least two generations, mainstream consumers’ ethnic identity, if any, will be minimal 
(Horowitz 1975; Phinney 1990; Phinney et al. 2001) and thus its impact on consumers’ 
reactions toward ethnic-targeting services would be minimal as well.  
Though previous research has studied ethnic consumers’ reactions (e.g., attitudes, 
purchase intent, and real purchase behaviors) towards products and services targeting 
themselves (e.g., Aaker and Maheswaran 1997; Escalas and Bettman 2005; Quester and 
Chong 2001), surprisingly little research is found to examine how mainstream consumers 
react towards the ethnic-targeting services with only a few exceptions. For example, 
Grier and Brumbaugh (1999) compare the meanings that consumers create from 
marketing efforts targeting American sub-cultures (e.g., homosexual consumers and 
African American consumers) when consumers are members of the intended target 
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market and when they are not, and find that they are substantially different in 
constructing meanings from targeted advertisements. Specifically, target market 
consumers interpret the advertisement positively and create meanings that relate the 
advertisement positively to themselves, whereas nontarget market consumers are likely to 
interpret the ad negatively. Aaker, Brumbaugh, and Grier (2000) further confirm that 
target market and nontarget market consumers show different psychological processes by 
which target and nontarget market effects occur. Specifically, similarity felt with sources 
in an ad drives target market effects for distinctive consumers (e.g., an African American 
consumer generates a positive attitude toward an ad in which another African American 
appeared as a product ambassador), whereas targetedness drives target market effects for 
nondistinctive consumers (e.g., a Caucasian American consumer generates a positive 
attitude toward an ad because he feels that the ad was intended for people like him). 
Although these studies examined how people respond to marketing efforts targeting 
another group, they did not focus on mainstream consumers, and they only examined 
advertising and ignored other types of marketing efforts such as services specially 
designed to target ethnic consumers. Further, the studies neglected the role and impacts 
of language, one important cultural/subcultural component. Finally, they also did not 
check possible mediating effects of commonly used individual difference variables, such 
as cosmopolitanism, consumer ethnocentrism, and national identity.  
This research examines mainstream consumers’ reactions toward ethnic-targeting 
services from various perspectives. Specifically, we intend to answer the following 
research questions: (1) How will mainstream consumers react toward services targeting 
different ethnic groups, and what are the underlying causes? (2) Will mainstream 
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consumers in different countries show different reaction patterns toward ethnic targeting 
services? (3) Will mainstream consumers react differently toward services exclusively 
targeting a single ethnic group and services simultaneously targeting multiple ethnic 
groups? (4) How will mainstream consumers react toward ethnic services containing 
subtle or salient ethnical cultural factors? (5) Is cosmopolitanism, one of the individual 
difference variables that may affect mainstream consumers’ reactions, a situational 
characteristic or an enduring personal orientation? (6) Will mainstream and ethnic 
consumers react differently toward ethnic-targeting services? If so, what are the 
underlying causes for each type of consumers? (7) Will mainstream consumers react 
differently when they are personally negatively affected by the ethnic-targeting services 
and when they are not?  
Our research intends to make both theoretical and managerial contributions. 
Theoretically, we show that mainstream consumers’ levels of cosmopolitanism in most 
cases, and their levels of consumer ethnocentrism and national identity in some cases, 
mediate the relationship between consumers’ living areas (i.e., either ethnically 
heterogeneous areas or ethnically homogeneous areas) and their reactions toward ethnic-
targeting services; in addition, the images of an ethnic group and their home country also 
affect mainstream consumers’ reactions. Further, we show that underlying causes for 
ethnic consumers’ reactions toward services targeting their own ethnic groups are 
complex, and their ethnic identity strength alone does not affect their reactions. We 
finally show that COS predicts mainstream consumers’ reactions toward ethnic-targeting 
services when they are negatively affected by these services; however, in some cases 
COS’s predictive power disappears when mainstream consumers are assured of the 
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quality of the ethnic-targeting services. To our best knowledge, our research is the first to 
identify these effects. Managerially, mainstream consumers are usually the majority of 
most firms’ customer base, their reactions toward the ethnic-targeting services, therefore, 
will have significant impact on firms’ performance. Our research provides important 
managerial implications regarding how businesses manage the ethnic-targeting services 
they provide. For example, they need to take extra caution when launching ethnic-
targeting services across the whole country or internationally, and they might put less 
weight on the level of salience of ethnical cultural factors in ethnic-targeting marketing 
messages since mainstream consumers react toward them indifferently.  
We organize the remainder of this manuscript as follows: In the next section, we 
summarize the previous literature on how mainstream consumers’ characteristics impact 
their responses toward ethnic-targeting services. We then describe a set of seven studies 
in which we test our hypotheses to answer our research questions. We conclude with a 
discussion of theoretical and managerial implications and future research directions.  
CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Our theoretical framework is based on the social identity theory, which posits that 
people tend to categorize other people as either “in-group” or “out-group” and usually 
identify themselves with their in-group (Tajfel and Turner 1986). For example, people 
like the members of their in-groups more than members of out-groups and believe that 
their in-group members are more interesting and persuasive (Forehand et al. 2002). 
Furthermore, the presence of in-group models in advertising messages positively 
influences consumers’ thoughts about the product advertised, which in turn leads to more 
positive product evaluations (Whittler and Spira 2002). Consumers also develop strong 
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self-brand connection with brands that are consistent with in-groups and weak self-brand 
connections with brands that are consistent with out-groups, and this effect is particularly 
strong for symbolic brands that consumers can use to communicate their self-identity 
with others (Escalas and Bettman 2005). Using the social identity theory, in this research 
we hypothesize that overall mainstream consumers react more positively toward a service 
targeting themselves than toward a service targeting ethnic consumers since they are 
more likely to categorize the former as an “in-group” service and the latter as an “out-
group” service.  
In addition to what the social identity theory predicts, mainstream consumers also 
differ from each other in other aspects. For example, they possess different levels of 
Cosmopolitanism (COS), consumer ethnocentrism (CE), and national identity (NI). As 
can be found in the following literature reviews, these three constructs are more related to 
consumers’ reactions toward out-group (e.g., foreign) products or services. In our 
research, though businesses that provide ethnic services are domestic, the strong foreign 
indications (e.g., the foreign language characters used in promoting the ethnic services, 
the foreign cultural flavors related to ethnic consumers (who are the targets of these 
services), and the minority employees hired to service consumers from the same ethnic 
groups) may give mainstream consumers a sense of foreign flavor. Further, some 
consumers may perceive that the reason why ethnic services are provided is because 
these businesses might have been acquired by foreign firms and thus they are virtually 
foreign businesses now. Therefore, the constructs of COS, CE, and NI are expected to 
influence mainstream consumers’ reactions toward ethnic-targeting services. We review 
these three constructs below. 
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Review of Cosmopolitanism (COS) 
COS refers to “a person's commitment to being nonjudgmental and objective 
when processing cultural experiences” (Cannon and Yaprak 2002, p. 41). It represents “a 
specific set of beliefs, attitudes, and qualities held by certain people” (Cleveland et al. 
2009, p. 119). Thompson and Tambyah (1999) propose that COS is a style of 
consumption, creating distinctions of status between high- and low-cultural-capital 
consumers. COS originates from two Greek words cosmos (meaning world) and politis 
(meaning citizen). Put together, COS describes a world citizenship (Riefler and 
Diamantopoulos 2009). In other words, cosmopolitans think of themselves beyond 
national citizenship (Riefler et al. 2012). Pogge (1992) differentiates legal 
cosmopolitanism with moral cosmopolitanism. Legal cosmopolitanism is committed to a 
concrete political ideal of a global order, under which all people have equal legal rights 
and duties. That is, all human beings are fellow citizens of a universal republic. In 
contrast, moral cosmopolitanism assumes that all people stand in certain moral relations 
to one another. That is, people are required to respect each other's status as “ultimate 
units of moral concern.”  
Woodward, Skrbis, and Bean (2008) find that among Australians there are two 
facets of cosmopolitanism that can be quantitatively measured: the first one is the 
increased flow of cultural goods and the openness to cultural difference, and the second 
one is the commitment to cultural diversity and the acknowledgement of human rights. In 
the meantime, their analyses also identify three different dimensions of cosmopolitanism, 
i.e., consumption and choice, cultural diversity, and economy. They further find that 
while Australians generally agree that globalization protects and promotes diversity and 
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human rights, anxieties about the health of the local economy and local culture do exist 
among them, which may mitigate the elements of cosmopolitan openness.  
Researchers have debated the nature of COS: Some believe that COS is a 
predisposition at birth, some think it a personality trait, and others regard it as a learnable 
skill (e.g., Cannon and Yaprak 2002; Thompson and Tambyah 1999). For example, 
Cleveland et al. (2009) believe that COS is best conceptualized as situational and a matter 
of degree, rather than as an absolute personality trait while Hannerz (1990) argues that 
COS is not just a personality trait (though he believes that some people may be naturally 
more cosmopolitan than others), rather COS can be cultivated through training and 
experience.  
A cosmopolitan has “a conscious openness to the world and to cultural differences” 
(Skrbis et al. 2004, p. 117) and “a willingness to engage with the other, an intellectual 
and aesthetic stance of openness toward divergent cultural experience” (Hannerz 1992, p. 
252). In other words, cosmopolitans usually possess high levels of cultural openness and 
worldmindedness. Cultural openness refers to people’s willingness to interact with people 
from other cultures and experience some of their artifacts (Sharma et al. 1995; Skrbis et 
al. 2004). People with high cultural openness have a willingness to engage with the other, 
an intellectual and aesthetic stance of openness toward divergent cultural experiences 
(Hannerz 1992, p. 252). Worldmindedness refers to a world-view of the problems of 
humanity (Sampson and Smith 1957; Skinner 1988). Put differently, worldmindedness is 
a “state of mind” in which “consumers use humankind as the primary reference group 
instead of respective nationalities” (Rawwas et al. 1996, p. 22). World-minded consumers 
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have interest and knowledge of international affairs, and are in favor of “world spirit” and 
consensus development (Gomberg 1994; Shankarmahesh 2006).  
Cosmopolitans tend to travel frequently, and are often connected with other 
people in various places worldwide, and provide doorways into other cultures as well 
(Hannerz 1992). They also tend to be early adopters of innovations (Rogers 2004). 
Thompson and Tambyah (1999) find that expatriates in Singapore attempt to adopt a 
cosmopolitan identity while simultaneously maintaining a link to their home countries by 
following home traditions and consuming imported home products. Yoon (1998) finds 
that cosmopolitans in the U.S. possess trendy tastes and wealthy lifestyles, and their 
counterparts in Korea possess high language abilities and positive thinking, and both U.S. 
and Korean cosmopolitans are open-minded and enjoy extensive travelling. Beckmann et 
al. (2000) demonstrate that cosmopolitans are able to adapt to different cultural settings 
and to move freely across boundaries.  
With advances in communication technologies, the Internet, the spread of global 
media, as well as increased international travel, consumers are becoming more exposed to 
products, customs, and life-styles from other cultures and countries. In the meantime, 
consumers also develop international social networks communicating with people from 
other cultures, especially with the emergence of social media sites such as Facebook and 
Twitter. As a result, consumers are becoming more open to products, services, and ideas 
from other cultures and countries (Douglas and Nijssen 2010; Sharma et al. 1995). As 
pointed out by Berkowitz (1962), cross-cultural interactions and travel opportunities can 
broaden one’s mind. Nijssen and Douglas (2008) find that consumers' exposure to foreign 
cultures increases their world-mindedness and social-mindedness (i.e., aware of and 
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familiar with global social and ethical issues). Due to the culture-shaping power of the 
media and its ability to convey images and information about other cultures, it is possible 
for an individual to be cosmopolitan without even leaving his or her own country of 
origin (Craig and Douglas 2006; Hannerz 1990). In the meantime, the current global 
integration is likely producing a global culture, leading to the emergence of groups of 
people who are more globally than locally oriented (Appadurai 2011; Cleveland et al. 
2009; Craig and Douglas 2006).  
However, it is noteworthy that cross-cultural interactions and international travel 
do not necessarily lead to higher levels of cultural openness. Instead, they may also result 
in negative reactions. That is, “familiarity breeds contempt” (Wirth 1936). This effect has 
been supported by the findings from previous research. For example, Skinner (1959) 
found that members of groups having the most frequent contact with foreign cultures, 
including border dwellers, international travelers, and diplomats, can be extremely 
ethnocentric or nationalistic (Rosenblatt 1964; Shankarmahesh 2006).  
In the consumption context, a cosmopolitan consumer is “an open-minded 
individual whose consumption orientation transcends any particular culture, locality or 
community and who appreciates diversity including trying products and services from a 
variety of countries” (Riefler and Diamantopoulos 2009, p. 415). Riefler et al. (2012) 
define consumer COS as a second-order construct with three dimensions, i.e., open-
mindedness, diversity appreciation, and consumption transcending borders. According to 
them, COS is an enduring personal orientation rather than a situational characteristic. 
They also profile cosmopolitan consumers as being innovative, risk taking, and less 
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susceptible to normative influences. Demographically, they are relatively young, better 
educated, and urban dwellers with international experience (Riefler et al. 2012).  
Cosmopolitan consumers may use consumption as a vehicle to express their 
lifestyle (Hiebert 2002) and to show particular tastes in arts, food, interior décor, clothing, 
hobbies, or sports (Bourdieu 1984; Riefler et al. 2012). They tend to consume 
international media and foreign books and films while in their home countries (Hannerz 
1990), search for variety and sophistication in consumer goods, consume exotic food and 
music, and establish individuality through consuming the original and authentic objects 
(Holt 1997). Cosmopolitan consumers are open to new ideas and base their choices of 
products or services on functional needs rather than local customs or social influence 
(Cannon et al. 1994).  
Using a similar research method as Thompson and Tambyah’s (1999) study (i.e., 
depth interview with expatriates), Caldwell, Blackwell, and Tulloch (2006) find that 
cosmopolitan consumer orientation simultaneously embraces maintaining close ties to 
their cultural roots and seeking to consume products from other cultures. Using the 
Worldmindedness Scale (W-scale) developed by Sampson and Smith (1957), Crawford 
and Lamb (1982) have surveyed 376 professional buyers by mail questionnaire and found 
that worldmindedness is normally distributed among these business professionals, and it 
positively affects their willingness to purchase foreign products.  
The predictive effect of COS on foreign product purchase has been confirmed in 
other studies as well. Vida and Kunz (2011) find that COS positively predicts consumers’ 
purchase of foreign products, and COS is negatively related to consumer ethnocentrism 
(CE). Similarly, by investigating consumers’ purchase behaviors of foreign products in 
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three product categories (i.e., alcohol products, clothes, and furniture) among 261 adult 
consumers , Parts and Vida (2011) confirm that COS has a direct positive effect on 
foreign product purchase behavior (i.e., consumers higher on COS show a higher 
tendency to purchase foreign products than local products); however, COS is not related 
to consumers’ knowledge of brand origin. Lim and Park (2013) find that the effect of 
COS on consumer innovativeness and innovation adoption behavior varies across 
countries, and Skrbis et al. (2004) find that links between COS and various consumption 
behaviors are situational (Skrbis et al. 2004). Finally, since cosmopolitan consumers are 
likely to be more responsive to marketing efforts that emphasize aspects such as 
authenticity, ethnicity, or “exotic” attributes, a global consumer culture positioning 
(GCCP) strategy (Alden et al. 1999) may not work well for them (Riefler et al. 2012).  
In summary, being used as a vehicle to express lifestyles, COS is composed of 
two major components: openmindedness and worldmindedness. Researchers disagree on 
whether COS is a situational characteristic or an enduring personal orientation. And in 
the consumption context, COS is positively related to foreign product purchases.  
Review of Consumer Ethnocentrism (CE)  
In the first formal definition of ethnocentrism, Sumner (1906) describes 
ethnocentrism as “the view of things in which one’s own group is the center of 
everything, and all others are scaled and rated with reference to it. Each group nourishes 
its own pride and vanity, boasts itself as superior, exalts its own divinities and looks with 
contempt on outsiders” (p. 13). Similarly, LeVine and Campbell (1972) define 
ethnocentrism as “an attitude or outlook in which values derived from one’s own cultural 
background are applied to other cultural contexts where different values are operative.” 
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Ethnocentrism represents “the universal proclivity for people to view their own group as 
the center of the universe, to interpret other social units from the perspective of their own 
group, and to reject persons who are culturally dissimilar while blindly accepting those 
who are culturally like themselves” (Shimp and Sharma 1987, p. 280). Ethnocentric 
individuals perceive their in-group (e.g., their country) as more positive, better, and 
stronger than an out-group, and consider an out-group and its ideas and traditions inferior, 
immoral, and inadequate (LeVine and Campbell 1972). Murdock (1931) noticed that 
ethnocentrism is not only applicable to “tribes and nations” but “reveals itself in all kinds 
of social groups, developing into family pride, sectionalism, religious prejudice, racial 
discrimination, and patriotism” (Sharma et al. 1995, p. 27). Lewis (1976) argues that 
ethnocentrism is “a universal phenomenon that is rooted deeply in most areas of inter-
group relations” (Sharma et al. 1995, p. 27), and Lynn (1976) even claims that 
ethnocentrism is a part of human nature. 
As a domain-specific sub-set of ethnocentrism for the study of consumer behavior 
with marketing implications (Sharma et al. 1995), consumer ethnocentrism (CE) 
represents a “unique economic form of ethnocentrism that captures the beliefs held by 
consumers about the appropriateness and indeed morality of purchasing foreign-made 
products” (Shimp and Sharma 1987, p.280). CE explains why some consumers 
unreasonably favor in-group (e.g., domestic) products over out-group (e.g., imported) 
products (Yoo and Donthu 2005). To ethnocentric consumers, foreign products represent 
not only an economic threat but also a cultural menace. Championing home country’s 
products, consumers high on CE may make economic sacrifices by choosing domestic 
brands. In return, they enjoy the psychological gain derived from avoiding contact with 
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the out-groups (Baughn and Yaprak 1996). Consumers high on CE also believe that 
purchasing and consuming imported products leads to the loss of jobs of domestic 
workers, hurts their country’s economy, and is not patriotic. In contrast, consumers low 
on CE evaluate imports on their own merits such as price, quality, and other desired 
features, and care less about the country of origin of the products than consumers high on 
CE (Shankarmahesh 2006; Yoo and Donthu 2005).  
CE has two dimensions: first, consumers’ positive attitudes toward domestic 
products; second, consumers’ negative attitudes toward foreign products. Whereas 
research findings on the first dimension are consistent, findings on the second dimension 
(i.e., CE’s predictive power of foreign product attitudes) are inconsistent. For example, 
Yoo and Donthu (2005) find that CE predicts perceived quality and purchase intention of 
foreign products. Kaynak and Kara (2002) find that Turkish consumers high on CE are 
less willing to buy foreign products. They also find that CE differentially affects 
foreign/local product dispositions, depending on product category and the product’s 
country of origin. Balabanis and Diamantopoulos (2004) find that CE more consistently 
predicts consumers’ positive bias toward domestic products than consumers’ negative 
bias toward foreign products. 
People in different areas in the U.S. possess different levels of CE. Residents on 
the West Coast, a highly ethnically heterogeneous region, tend to rate imported products 
more favorably than domestic products, whereas residents of the Midwest, an overall 
ethnically homogeneous region, tend to rate imported products of lower quality (Howard 
1990). Similarly, residents in Los Angeles overall possess lower level of CE than those 
from Denver, Detroit, and Carolinas (Shimp and Sharma 1987).  
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Shimp and Sharma (1987) developed a comprehensive scale to measure 
consumers' ethnocentric tendencies related to purchasing foreign- versus American-made 
products, termed the CETSCALE. CETSCALE has been widely used by researchers in 
subsequent studies and its international validity is confirmed by several studies as well, 
including Durvasula et al. (1997) in Russia, Hult et al. (1999) in Japan and Sweden, and 
Luque-Martinez et al. (2000) in Spain (Shankarmahesh 2006).  
Rather than simply the two ends of a continuum, CE and COS are distinct 
concepts in three aspects: first, COS is a broader concept than CE in that COS reflects 
individuals’ personal orientations toward foreign cultures, whereas CE reflects 
consumers’ attitudes only toward imported products; second, COS refers to a positive 
reaction towards foreign cultures, whereas CE reflects a negative reaction towards 
foreign products; finally, consumers high on CE usually prefer domestic products over 
foreign ones, whereas consumers high on COS, though they react positively toward 
foreign cultures, do not necessarily react negatively toward their own culture.  
COS and CE are negatively correlated. Sharma et al. (1995) find a negative 
relationship between cultural openness, one component of COS, and CE. Cleveland et al. 
(2009) empirically confirm that COS and CET are negatively related. Rawwas et al. 
(1996) empirically confirm that worldmindedness, the other component of COS, is 
negatively related to CE.  
In summary, ethnocentrism discusses how people prefer in-group things over out-
group things. In the consumption context, CE explains why consumers prefer domestic 
products over foreign products. Researchers have different findings on the predictive 
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power of CE on foreign product purchase, and consumers living in different regions in 
the U.S. show different levels of CE. Finally, COS and CE are negatively correlated.  
Review of National Identity (NI) 
NI refers to one’s feelings of belonging to, and attitudes toward, one’s own 
country (Phinney and Devich-Navarro 1997). In the U.S., NI is equivalent to American 
Identity. However, the notion of American identity raised complex issues of 
conceptualization and measurement: for some researchers, mainstream American culture 
is defined as “Anglo-American” (e.g., Montgomery 1992), i.e., Caucasian. When 
America is viewed as Caucasian, any person from a non-European background is by 
definition not American (Chimezie 1985). Others suggest a broader concept of American 
identity, one that is clearly inclusive of the diverse groups that make up America 
(Sánchez and Fernández 1993). In this research, we use the broader concept of American 
identity (national identity) in all the studies that examine mainstream consumers in the 
U.S. 
NI is similar to patriotism, i.e., one’s love for or devotion to one’ country (Sharma 
et al. 1995). Patriotism works as a defense mechanism for a group (Mihalyi 1982). In this 
research, national identity and patriotism are used interchangeably. There are various 
types of patriotism. Adorno et al. (1950) differentiate healthy patriotism with 
ethnocentric patriotism. The former refers to love of one’s country, which is not biased 
against out-groups, whereas the latter, also called pseudopatriotism, refers to one’s “blind 
attachment to certain national cultural values, uncritical conformity with the prevailing 
group ways, and rejection of other nations as out-groups” (Adorno et al. 1950, p. 182). 
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The definition of healthy patriotism indicates that people can be very patriotic, but still do 
not dislike members of the out-groups (Heaven et al. 1989).  
By factor-analyzing data on 120 items that measure attitudes toward one’s own 
country and toward foreign countries, Kosterman and Feshbach (1989) identified three 
meaningful factors: patriotism, nationalism, and internationalism. Patriotism refers to 
strong feelings of attachment and loyalty to one’s own country without the corresponding 
hostility towards other nations. Nationalism refers to views that one’s own country is 
superior and dominant, which thus implies a denigration of other nations. It can be 
inferred here that patriotism and nationalism are similar to healthy patriotism and 
ethnocentric patriotism respectively as in Adorno et al.’s study. Finally, internationalism 
refers to one’s concern about other nations’ welfare and reflects empathy for the people 
of other nations. As a distinct dimension, internationalism is not simply the opposite end 
of nationalism, as earlier research have suggested (Smith and Rosen 1958). 
Internationalism is a construct similar to worldmindedness (Shankarmahesh 2006). Using 
the concepts of patriotism and nationalism, Balabanis et al. (2001) find that patriotism 
positively affects CE among consumers in Turkey, whereas nationalism positively affects 
CE among consumers in Czech Republic.  
Patriotism is positively related to ethnocentrism (Adorno et al. 1950; Catton 1960; 
Klein and Ettenson 1999; Sharma et al. 1995). Patriotic emotions negatively affect both 
the purchase of imported products and country stereotyping (Crawford and Lamb 1981; 
Hooley et al. 1988; Howard 1990). However, evidence to the contrary also exists 
(Shankarmahesh 2006). For example, Bannister and Saunders (1978) find that patriotism 
among British consumers does not predict their reactions toward imported products. 
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Therefore, it appears that the link between patriotism and CE needs to be further explored, 
and some moderators, such as education and COS, may take effect in this link 
(Shankarmahesh 2006). Finally, regarding the relationship between COS and patriotism, 
previous research has produced contradictory findings. For example, Rawwas et al. (1996) 
find that consumers can be patriotic and world-minded at the same time, indicating that 
COS and patriotism may not be interrelated. However, Sharma et al. (1995) find that NI 
is negatively related to COS.  
In summary, there are various types of NI. While all of them refer to love of one’s 
own country, some further indicate a rejection of foreign countries or cultures, but others 
do not. In this research, we adopt the notion of healthy patriotism (i.e., one’s love for own 
country is not biased against other countries). NI is likely to be positively related to CE, 
and negatively related to COS. 
The above literature review indicates that, COS, CE, and NI are three constructs 
that are related to consumers’ reactions toward foreign products or services, or foreign 
cultures as a whole. As mentioned above, in our research, though businesses that provide 
ethnic services are domestic, the strong foreign indications (e.g., the foreign language 
characters used in promoting the ethnic services, and the ethnic employees hired to serve 
customers from their own ethnic groups) may give mainstream consumers a sense of 
foreign flavor. Further, consumers may even perceive that the reason why ethnic services 
are provided is because these businesses might have been acquired by foreign firms and 
thus they are virtually foreign businesses now. Therefore, we anticipate that COS, CE, 
and NI will influence mainstream consumers’ reactions toward ethnic-targeting services. 
Specifically, we hypothesize that overall COS is positively, and CE and NI are negatively, 
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related to mainstream consumers’ reactions toward ethnic-targeting services. More 
hypotheses regarding mainstream consumers’ reactions toward various types of ethnic-
targeting services, plus the various possible moderating and mediating effects, can be 
found in each of the seven studies in the research.  
We present seven studies that document and analyze mainstream consumers’ 
reactions toward ethnic-targeting services from different perspectives and in various 
situations. In Study 1A we examine the reactions of mainstream consumers in the U.S. 
toward services targeting different ethnic groups by manipulating the different ethnic 
language services (i.e., English plus Spanish service, English plus Chinese service, and 
English only service) provided by a bank at its ATM machines. Results demonstrate that 
mainstream consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas prefer English only 
service and English plus Spanish service over English plus Chinese service, whereas 
mainstream consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas react toward the three 
services indifferently. In Study 1B, we compare the reactions of mainstream consumers 
in the U.S. and China, and find that American mainstream consumers react more 
positively toward ethnic-targeting services than Chinese mainstream consumers. In Study 
2, in an attempt to explore the reason(s) why American mainstream consumers in 
ethnically homogeneous areas prefer Spanish service over Chinese service as found in 
Study 1A, we surprisingly find that though English plus Spanish combination has been a 
common business practice in the U.S. for long, consumers in the U.S. actually react less 
positively toward it when being compared with another ethnic-targeting service (i.e., 
English plus Portuguese service). In Study 3, we compare American mainstream 
consumers’ reactions toward services targeting specific single ethnic groups and a service 
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simultaneously targeting multiple ethnic groups, and find that consumers living in 
ethnically homogenous areas prefer multiple ethnic service over the two services 
targeting single ethnic groups (i.e., English plus Chinese service and English plus 
Spanish service), whereas consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas prefer multiple 
ethnic service over English plus Chinese service, but react indifferently toward multiple 
ethnic service and English plus Spanish service. In Study 4, we compare mainstream 
consumers’ reactions toward services containing subtle ethnic cultural factors (i.e., 
chopsticks, in addition to knife and fork, provided in restaurant) and services containing 
salient ethnical cultural factors (i.e., menus printed in both English and Chinese), and find 
that consumers react toward them indifferently. In Study 5, to explore which of the 
previous findings about COS’s characteristic is true (i.e., whether it is situational 
characteristic and an enduring personal orientation), we obtain findings that support both 
of the claims. In Study 6 we compare mainstream and ethnic consumers’ reactions toward 
ethnic-targeting services and find that the underlying causes for ethnic consumers’ 
reactions toward services targeting their own ethnic groups are complex, and ethnic 
consumers’ ethnic identity strength alone does not affect their reactions. Finally, Study 7 
investigates how mainstream consumers react when they are negatively affected by the 
ethnic-targeting services and when they are not. We find that COS affects mainstream 
consumers’ reactions when they are negatively affected, but COS’s predictive power 
disappears in some cases when consumers are assured of the quality of the ethnic-
targeting services.  
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CHAPTER III: HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 
Based upon the information presented above, in this chapter we develop eighteen 
research hypotheses regarding mainstream consumers’ reactions toward ethnic-targeting 
services that were tested in seven studies.  
H1 – H5: Mainstream Consumer Reaction Differences between Ethnically 
Homogeneous and Heterogeneous Areas 
Hypotheses 1 – 5 were tested in Study 1A. Most ethnic-targeting services are 
provided in ethnic consumers’ mother languages. In Study 1A we examined American 
mainstream consumers’ reactions toward two types of ethnic-targeting services (i.e., 
English plus Spanish service and English plus Chinese service). For comparison purposes, 
we also examined English only service, which is understandably not an ethnic-targeting 
service. We chose Spanish and Chinese as the two ethnic languages because, according to 
the American Community Survey 2009, endorsed by the U.S. Census Bureau, Spanish 
and Chinese are the two most widely spoken ethnic languages in the U.S., with 35 million 
and 2.6 million speakers respectively (Wikipedia 2013b). 
U.S. Consumers’ Overall Reactions toward Ethnic-Targeting Services  
Mainstream consumers may live in either ethnically heterogeneous areas (e.g., 
metropolitan cities in the U.S. where the residents have various ethnic backgrounds) or 
ethnically homogeneous areas (e.g., rural areas in Midwestern states where most residents 
are Caucasians). Though the terms “ethnically heterogeneous areas” and “ethnically 
homogeneous areas” have been used in previous research (e.g., Grier and Deshpandé 
2001; Putnam 2007), no existing definitions of these two terms are found in the literature. 
Furthermore, the meaning of ‘an ethnically homogeneous (or ethnically heterogeneous) 
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area” can be arbitrary since it is likely that even in a highly ethnically homogeneous 
neighborhood in a small Midwestern town there are still some residents who are of 
different ethnicities from other residents. Therefore, it is more meaningful to adopt a 
threshold level when differentiating the two types of areas. In this research, we adopted 
80% of residents of the largest racial group as the threshold level; that is, we regard an 
area as an ethnically homogeneous area if 80% or over of its residents in this area are of 
the largest racial group (e.g., Caucasians, or African Americans), and regard an area as an 
ethnically heterogeneous area if less than 80% of its residents are of the largest racial 
group.  
Mainstream consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas and in ethnically 
heterogeneous areas are expected to have different reactions toward the ethnic-targeting 
services. Specifically, mainstream consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas are 
expected to react more positively toward the English only service than toward the English 
plus Chinese service. Social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner 1986) posits that people 
tend to categorize other people as either “in-group” or “out-group.” An “in-group,” or 
membership group, refers to the social group to which one belongs, while an “out-group” 
represents the social group to which one does not belong. People usually identify 
themselves with their in-group. Previous studies show that consumers react more 
positively toward things related to their in-group than toward things related to out-groups 
(e.g., Bearden and Etzel 1982; Forehand et al. 2002). In our case, since the English only 
service is designed to target English-speaking consumers (i.e., the mainstream consumers 
in the U.S.), they are likely to develop a strong self-brand connection with and also a 
positive attitude toward it; conversely, since the English plus Chinese service is designed 
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to target the new-comers who were originally from a Chinese-speaking society (e.g., 
China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong) and thus with a different cultural background, 
mainstream consumers are likely to develop no self-brand connection with and a negative 
attitude toward it.   
English plus Spanish service, though not designed to target mainstream 
consumers, has been a common business practice in the U.S. for a long time. For example, 
nowadays the packages of many products in the U.S. market are printed in both English 
and Spanish, and many businesses provide customer services in both English and Spanish. 
As a result, mainstream consumers have been repeatedly exposed to this bicultural 
practice. Previous research finds that message repeat will lead customers to spend more 
time in processing the information in the message, which leads to higher level of 
customers’ processing depth and higher chance of message acceptance (Craik and 
Lockhart 1972; Nabi 1999). Further, this long-existing bilingual business practice may 
provide mainstream consumers with a perception that it has become a characteristic of 
the United States. Therefore, it is likely that English plus Spanish service as a business 
practice has been accepted by American mainstream consumers living in ethnically 
homogeneous areas and thus a positive attitude has been generated toward it.  
On the other hand, consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas are 
expected to react indifferently toward the three types of services. Compared to consumers 
in ethnically homogeneous areas, consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas, 
which are also usually metropolitan areas in the U.S. (Howard 1990), are exposed to 
various ethnic cultures, have more contacts with people from other cultural backgrounds, 
and have more opportunities to consume culture-specific products and services, such as 
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exotic foods, arts, music, and so on. All these factors may lead them to be less biased 
toward ethnic cultures or are more likely to become open-minded toward them. Thus, 
H1: Mainstream consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas 
will react indifferently toward the three types of services.  
H2: Mainstream consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas will 
react more positively toward the English only service and the English 
plus Spanish service than toward the English plus Chinese service.  
Mediators in the Relationship between Mainstream Consumers’ Living Areas (i.e., 
Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas or Ethnically Homogeneous Areas) and Their 
Reactions toward Ethnic Services  
We propose that consumers’ COS level is positively related to their reactions 
toward the ethnic services (i.e., English plus Spanish service and English plus Chinese 
service). As discussed above, cosmopolitans prefer diversity and actively seek variety 
(Holt 1997), are more open-minded (Yoon 1998), are more able to adapt to different 
cultural settings, and move more freely across boundaries (Beckmann and Friese 2000). 
Thus, compared with consumers low on COS, consumers high on COS are more likely to 
show more positive reactions toward the ethnic services, which are designed to target 
consumers with cultural backgrounds different from them.  
We also propose that consumers’ CE level is negatively related to their reactions 
toward ethnic-targeting services. CE possesses three characteristics: first, it results from 
one’s love and concern for one’s own country and fear of losing control of one’s 
economic interests due to the harmful effects caused by imports.  Second, it contains the 
willingness not to purchase imported products. For consumers high on CE, purchasing 
foreign products is regarded as immoral. Third, CE also refers to a personal prejudice 
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against foreign products (Sharma et al. 1995). Numerous studies have confirmed 
ethnocentric consumers’ preference of domestic products over imports in various settings 
(e.g., Brodowsky 1998; Netemeyer et al. 1991; Shimp and Sharma 1987; Yoo and 
Donthu 2005). In our case, as mentioned above, though businesses that provide ethnic 
services are domestic, the strong foreign indications (e.g., the foreign language characters 
used in promoting the ethnic services) may give mainstream consumers a sense of foreign 
flavor. Further, some consumers may perceive that the reason why ethnic services are 
provided is because these businesses might have been acquired by foreign firms and thus 
they are virtually foreign businesses now.  
Similarly, we propose that mainstream consumers’ level of NI is negatively 
related to their reactions toward ethnic services. Previous research has confirmed that 
patriotic emotions negatively affect consumers’ purchase of imported products (Crawford 
and Lamb 1981; Hooley et al. 1988; Howard 1990). It is also confirmed that NI is 
negatively related to COS (Sharma et al. 1995), and positively related to CE (Adorno et 
al. 1950; Balabanis et al. 2001; Catton 1960; Klein and Ettenson 1999; Sharma et al. 
1995). Therefore, the positive (negative) link between COS (CE) and mainstream 
consumers’ reactions toward ethnic services proposed above indicates a negative 
relationship between mainstream consumers’ level of NI and their reactions toward 
ethnic services. Thus,  
H3: Mainstream consumers’ degree of (a) COS is positively, (b) CE is 
negatively, and (c) NI is negatively, related to their reactions toward 
ethnic-targeting services.  
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We also propose that mainstream consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous 
areas in the U.S. possess higher level of COS, and lower levels of CE and NI, than 
consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas. Previous research has confirmed the 
link between people’s living areas and their degree of COS and CE. For example, people 
from densely populated, geographically accessible areas are likely to be relatively more 
cosmopolitan than people from more sparsely populated, geographically isolated areas 
(Cannon et al. 1994; Riefler and Diamantopoulos 2009; Yoon 2001; Yoon et al. 1996). 
Howard (1990) find that consumers in the West Coast of the U.S. react more favorably 
toward imported products than toward domestic products, whereas consumers in the 
Midwest perceive imported products as of lower quality. Shimp and Sharma (1987) also 
confirm that consumers in Los Angeles have a lower CE level than those in Denver, 
Detroit, and the Carolinas (most of which are inland regions in the U.S). Finally, since NI 
is negatively related to COS and positively related to CE, consumers living in ethnically 
heterogeneous areas are more likely to possess lower level of NI than consumers living in 
ethnically homogeneous areas. Therefore,  
H4: Mainstream consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas 
possess (a) higher level of COS, (b) lower level of CE, and (c) lower 
level of NI, than mainstream consumers living in ethnically 
homogeneous areas.   
Hypothesis 3 and 4 combined together indicate that COS, CE, and NI may 
mediate the relationship between mainstream consumers’ living areas (i.e., either in 
ethnically homogeneous or ethnically heterogeneous areas) and their reactions toward 
ethnic services. That is, COS, CE, and NI may be the underlying causes that contribute to 
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that mainstream consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas react more positively 
toward ethnic services than mainstream consumers living in ethnically homogeneous 
areas. 
H5: (a) COS, (b) CE, and (c) NI, mediates the relationship between 
mainstream consumers’ living areas and their reactions toward ethnic 
services.  
H6 – H7: Mainstream Consumers Responses in China 
Hypotheses 6 and 7 were tested in Study 1B. Study 1A was conducted among 
mainstream consumers in the U.S. However, countries vary in ethnic population 
compositions. For example, as an immigrant-receiving country, U.S. is ethnically diverse 
(Phinney and Ong 2007), whereas China, a non-immigrant-receiving country, is 
ethnically homogeneous. Han, the largest ethnicity in China, consists of 93.9% of the 
total population in 2010) (Wikipedia 2010). Will the mainstream consumers in the two 
countries show different reactions toward ethnic-targeting services? In study 1B we 
intended to answer this question.  
We propose that mainstream consumers in the U.S. will react more positively 
toward the ethnic-targeting services than mainstream consumers in China. As mentioned 
in Study 1A, social group theory posits that people tend to categorize other people as 
either “in-group” or “out-group” and tend to identify themselves with their in-groups 
(Tajfel and Turner 1986). Since the U.S. is more ethnically diverse than China, 
consumers in the U.S. are more likely to categorize the ethnic-targeting services as an in-
group thing than consumers in China and thus react more positively. Moreover, the fact 
that U.S. is more ethnically diverse than China may also lead to higher (lower) COS (CE) 
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level among U.S. consumers than among Chinese consumers, due to the more frequent 
contacts with people of different ethnic backgrounds among U.S. consumers. On the 
other hand, the higher economic power and living standards in the U.S. than in China 
may lead to higher NI level among U.S. consumers than among Chinese consumers. Thus, 
H6: U.S. mainstream consumers will react more positively toward 
ethnic-targeting services than Chinese mainstream consumers. 
H7: U.S. mainstream consumers possess (a) higher level of COS, (b) 
lower level of CE, and (c) higher level of NI, than Chinese mainstream 
consumers. 
H8: Long-Existing Business Practice vs. Cultural Distance 
Hypothesis was tested in Study 2. The results of our Study 1A (see detailed 
results in Chapter 4) indicated that between the two ethnic services (i.e., English plus 
Spanish service and English plus Chinese service), mainstream consumers living in 
ethnically homogeneous areas in the U.S prefer the former over the latter. The underlying 
cause for this phenomenon may be that English plus Spanish, as a long-existing common 
business practice in the U.S., has been accepted by American consumers. However, an 
alternative explanation is the effect of cultural similarities. Put differently, the finding we 
obtained in Study 1A might be due to the fact that American cultural values and norms 
are more similar to those in Spanish-speaking countries (e.g., Spain and Mexico) than to 
those in Chinese-speaking countries (e.g., China and Taiwan).  
Cultural distance and psychic distance are two constructs related to cultural 
similarities (Sousa and Bradley 2006). Cultural distance refers to “the degree to which 
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cultural values in one country are different from those in another country” (Sousa and 
Bradley 2006), whereas psychic distance refers to individual's perception of the 
differences between the home country and the foreign country (Sousa and Bradley 2005). 
As their definitions imply, the cultural distance concept refers to the cultural level and the 
psychic distance refers to the individual level (Sousa and Bradley 2006). In this study, we 
intended to examine the effect of perceived cultural similarities at the individual level, 
thus it was more appropriate to use the psychic distance concept rather than the cultural 
distance concept.  
To find out which factor, prevalent use of Spanish service or the cultural distance, 
explains our results, we selected a new type of service in this study, i.e., English plus 
Portuguese service. As neighboring countries, Spain and Portugal share a lot of 
similarities: both are located in southwest Europe, and both had a colonizing history, 
especially in Latin America (e.g., Spain in Mexico, and Portugal in Brazil), from which 
many minorities in the U.S. originated. However, English plus Spanish has been a 
common business practice in the U.S., whereas English plus Portuguese has not. Thus, 
we compare consumers’ attitudes toward the two services. If we find that consumers react 
more positively toward English plus Spanish than toward English plus Portuguese 
language, then it indicates that the findings in Study 1A are likely due to the effect of the 
long-existing bilingual business practice; conversely, if it turns out that mainstream 
consumers react indifferently toward the two types of services, it is likely that the cultural 
similarity takes effect. Therefore, we present two hypotheses that are opposing to each 
other: 
H8a: American mainstream consumers will prefer English plus Spanish 
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service over English plus Portuguese service.  
H8b: American mainstream consumers will react indifferently toward 
English plus Portuguese service and English plus Spanish service.  
H9: Comparing Ethnic Services Targeting a Single Ethnic Group to Ethnic Services 
Targeting Multiple Ethnic Groups 
Hypothesis 9 was tested in Study 3. In studies 1A, 1B and 2 we examined how 
mainstream consumers react toward services targeting different single ethnic groups and 
found that consumers react differently toward them, which, as discussed below, might be 
due to the effects of cultural similarities, and factors beyond cultures (e.g., political and 
economic). Study 3 aimed to examine whether consumers react differently toward 
services targeting specific single ethnic groups (e.g., the English plus Chinese service) 
and services simultaneously targeting multiple ethnic groups (i.e., services provided in 
multiple ethnic languages). Compared with services targeting a single ethnic group, 
services simultaneously targeting multiple ethnic groups may be able to, first, diminish 
the effect of factors related to specific countries (e.g., level of cultural similarity with the 
U.S., and country image) since consumers are now exposed with multiple ethnic 
languages instead of a specific one; second, provide a perception of fairness (i.e., 
consumers may think that businesses treat different ethnic groups equally rather than 
targeting one specific group and neglecting other groups); and third, provide a perception 
of efficiency (i.e., consumers may think that businesses are targeting multiple ethnic 
groups simultaneously in one effort), which are likely to lead to higher consumer 
satisfaction and loyalty (Bei and Chiao 2001; Goodwin and Ross 1992). Further, since 
the perceptions of fairness and efficiency are expected to be generated among consumers 
in both ethnically heterogeneous and homogeneous areas, we anticipate that consumers in 
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both types of areas will react more positively toward the services targeting multiple 
ethnic groups than toward services targeting single ethnic groups.  Thus, 
H9: American mainstream consumers will prefer multiple ethnic 
service over services targeting single ethnic groups.  
H10: The Influence of Cultural Salience 
Hypothesis 10 was tested in Study 4. In Study 1-3 we operationalized ethnic 
services with language combinations. Language may be the most salient cultural factor. 
Culture is composed of multiple components, such as languages, values, symbols, and 
norms (e.g., food and cloth) and so on (Monnier 2010). Among them, language is 
considered the core component of culture (i.e., a very salience representation of a culture), 
whereas other cultural factors, such as values and norms in people’s daily life, may be 
less salient, or more subtle, than language because of two reasons: first, they are more 
likely to be shared by different cultures (e.g., the value of honesty can be found in almost 
all the cultures), and second, they are more likely to be acculturated by people from other 
cultures (e.g., many American mainstream consumers are accustomed to chopsticks when 
having Chinese or Japanese food, though they do not speak Chinese or Japanese 
languages at all). Moreover, in Study 1-3, we examined mainstream consumers’ reactions 
toward ethnic-targeting services in the banking industry. However, ethnic-targeting 
services can be found in other industries as well (e.g., restaurants that provide menus in 
ethnic languages). Will mainstream consumers react differently toward ethnic services 
containing either subtle or salient cultural factors in industries other than banking? In 
Study 4 we intended to answer this question. We hypothesized that consumers are more 
likely to perceive a sense of foreignness for the service with salient cultural factor than 
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the service with a subtle cultural factor. As a result, according to the social identity theory 
(Tajfel and Turner 1986), they are more likely to categorize the former as an “out-group” 
thing than the latter, and generate a less positive attitude toward the former than toward 
the latter accordingly. Thus, 
H10: American mainstream consumers will react more positively 
toward services containing subtle ethnic cultural factors than toward 
services containing salient ethnic cultural factors.  
H11 – H13: Is COS A Situational Characteristic or An Enduring Personal 
Orientation? 
Hypotheses 11 – 13 were tested in Study 5. In the above studies, COS was found 
to be the primary predictor for mainstream consumers’ reactions toward ethnic-targeting 
services. Therefore, it is appropriate to explore more about the characteristics of COS. As 
mentioned above, researchers seem to disagree on the nature of COS (i.e., whether it is a 
situational characteristic or an enduring personal orientation). For example, Hannerz 
(1990) argues that COS is not just a personality trait (though he believes that some people 
may be naturally more cosmopolitan than others), rather COS can be cultivated through 
training and experience. Riefler et al. (2012) believe that COS is an enduring personal 
orientation rather than a situational characteristic. Conversely, Cleveland et al. (2009) 
believe that COS is best conceptualized as situational and a matter of degree, rather than 
as an absolute personality trait. In Study 5, we examined whether mainstream consumers 
who were exposed to COS-related cues would have different reactions toward ethnic-
targeting services from mainstream consumers who were exposed to COS-unrelated cues. 
Our reasoning was that, if COS is a situational characteristic rather than an enduring 
personal orientation, then the COS levels of consumers exposed to COS-related cues (i.e., 
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COS-priming), compared with consumers exposed to COS-unrelated cues, may be 
increased, which in turn may lead to more positive reactions toward ethnic-targeting 
services. Conversely, if COS is an enduring and stable personal orientation rather than 
situational characteristic, then exposing consumers to COS-related cues is not expected to 
increase consumers’ COS levels, and as a result, consumers exposed to COS-related cues 
and consumers exposed to COS-unrelated cues are expected to have similar reactions 
toward the same ethnic-targeting services.  
Prior research shows that activation of a social category may produce behavior 
that is consistent with the stereotype of the primed category, termed assimilation effect 
(Aggarwal and McGill 2012). For example, priming the construct of the “elderly” lead 
participants to walk more slowly, an effect that appears to occur automatically, outside 
conscious awareness (Bargh et al. 1996). Similarly, priming “professors” increase 
performance on a general knowledge task, whereas priming “hooligans” reduce 
performance on the same task (Dijksterhuis and van Knippenberg 1998), priming the 
“elderly” reduce performance on a memory task (Dijksterhuis et al. 2000) , and priming 
“politician” increase the length of one’s essays (Dijksterhuis and Van Knippenberg 2000). 
The explanation for the assimilation effect is that priming influences behavior through a 
direct perception-behavior link, which works according to the principles of spreading 
activation (Dijksterhuis and Bargh 2001). The salience of a particular construct activates 
the corresponding internal representation of the construct, as well as all the related 
features, including behavioral tendencies associated with it. And once the behavioral 
representation is activated, it becomes more likely to be acted upon than if it is not 
activated. Put differently, the activation of a particular construct leads to a greater 
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likelihood of non-conscious behavior associated with that construct (Aggarwal and 
McGill 2012). 
In our case, if COS is a situational characteristic and a matter of degree, then it 
indicates that mainstream consumers’ level of COS could be affected by situational 
factors, such as being exposed to COS-related cues (it also indicates that mainstream 
consumers are situationalists as well). Thus, by exposing consumers to COS-related cues 
and to COS-unrelated cues before asking them to evaluate the ethnic-targeting services, it 
can be expected that compared with consumers exposed to COS-unrelated cues, the COS 
concept is more likely to be activated among consumers who are exposed to COS-related 
cues and thus their COS levels may be increased, and as a result, these consumers may 
generate more favorable reactions toward the ethnic-targeting services. However, this 
process will occur only when COS is a situational characteristic (Cleveland et al. 2009); 
if COS is an enduring personal orientation (Riefler et al. 2012), then whether exposing 
consumers to COS-related cues will likely have no effect on consumers’ reactions toward 
ethnic-targeting services. Thus, we propose the following two hypotheses that are 
opposing to each other: 
H11a: Mainstream consumers being exposed to COS-related cues and 
mainstream consumers being exposed to COS-unrelated cues will have 
similar reactions toward the same ethnic-targeting services.  
H11b: Mainstream consumers (who are situationalists) being exposed 
to COS-related cues will react more positively than mainstream 
consumers exposed to COS-unrelated cues toward the same ethnic-
targeting services.  
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If H11b is supported, it indicates that COS mediates the relationship between 
whether exposing consumers to COS-related cues and consumers’ reactions toward 
ethnic-targeting services. That is, exposing consumers to COS-related information will 
increase their COS level, which in turn will lead to more positive reactions. Thus,  
H12: COS mediates the relationship between exposing to COS-related 
or exposing to unrelated cues and mainstream consumers’ reactions 
toward ethnic-targeting services.  
Further, if H11b is supported, we also propose that mainstream consumers’ living 
areas (i.e., ethnically heterogeneous or ethnically homogeneous) may moderate the 
relationship in H11b due to the different levels of COS possessed by the two types of 
consumers as found in Study 1A. Specifically, we propose that the effect of exposing to 
COS-related cues is greater among consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas than 
among consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas.  
H13: The effect of exposing to COS-related cues will be greater among 
consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas than among 
consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas.  
H14 – H16: The Reaction Differences between Mainstream and Ethnic Consumers 
Hypotheses 14 – 16 were tested in Study 6. Consumers in ethnically diverse 
countries are composed of mainstream consumers and ethnic consumers. As mentioned 
above, according to the U.S. Census 2010 data, non-Hispanic Whites consist of only 63.7% 
of the total population in the U.S. (US-Census 2010). In other words, 36.3% of the total 
U.S. population is non-Caucasians, and many of them can be regarded as ethnic 
consumers. How do ethnic consumers perceive the ethnic-targeting services? Do they 
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show different reactions from the mainstream consumers? In Study 6, we intended to 
compare mainstream consumers’ reactions with those of ethnic consumers.  
Ethnic consumers are different from the mainstream consumers in many aspects, 
including language, religion, social norms, as well as skin colors for some ethnic groups. 
Among these aspects, the most prominent difference is their ethnic identity. In this study, 
ethnic identity is defined as “an individual’s sense of self as a member of an ethnic group 
and the attitudes and behaviors associated with that sense” (Phinney and Alipuria 1987). 
Accordingly, ethnic consumers in this study refer to those consumers who possess at least 
one ethnic identity. Ethnic identity is composed of four components. The first is ethnic 
self-identification, also called self-labeling, referring to the ethnic label that one uses for 
oneself (Phinney 1990). Self-labeling can be either chosen or imposed. For ethnic 
individuals who are racially distinct, either in features or skin colors, their self-labeling is 
imposed rather than chosen. The second component is sense of belonging. It is different 
from self-labeling in that ethnic individuals may provide an ethnic label when they are 
asked for, but they may not have a strong sense of belonging to the ethnic group they 
choose. The third component is attitudes toward one’s own ethnic group, either positive 
or negative. Positive attitudes include satisfaction, pleasure and pride in, and contentment 
with one’s own ethnic groups, while negative attitudes include denial (e.g., displeasure, 
dissatisfaction, discontent) of one’s own ethnic group. The last component is ethnic 
involvement, which includes participating in social and cultural practices related to one’s 
own ethnic group such as religious activities, watching ethnic media, and so on (Phinney 
1990).   
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How do ethnic consumers react towards the ethnic-targeting services? Are their 
reactions different from those of the mainstream consumers? As discussed above, social 
identity theory posits that individuals tend to categorize other people as either “in-group” 
or “out-group,” and individuals usually identify themselves with their in-groups (Tajfel 
and Turner 1986). Consumers also develop strong self-brand connection with brands that 
are consistent with in-groups and would develop weak or no self-brand connections with 
brands that are consistent with out-groups, and this relationship is stronger for brands that 
are symbolic (i.e., the brands that consumers can use to communicate their self-identity 
with others) (Escalas and Bettman 2005).  Rosenbaum and Montoya (2007) find that 
consumers assess the place identity (i.e., the perceived congruency between a consumer’s 
self-identity and a place) of a service by evaluating the ethnicity of employees and 
customers and by responding to verbal and nonverbal cues in the consumption setting. 
This process is termed “place likening”, which in turn leads to consumers’ attitude 
generation.  
In our case, among various ethnic-targeting services, ethnic consumers are likely 
to generate more positive reactions toward services targeting their own ethnic groups, and 
less positive reactions toward services not targeting their ethnic groups (i.e., English only 
service and services targeting other ethnic groups). Similarly, compared with mainstream 
consumers, ethnic consumers are likely to react more positively toward the services 
targeting their own ethnic groups, and less positively toward English only services than 
mainstream consumers. Finally, ethnic and mainstream consumers may have similar 
reactions toward the services targeting other ethnic groups since both types of consumers 
are likely to consider these services as targeting “out-groups.” 
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H14: Ethnic consumers will react (a) more positively toward services 
targeting their own ethnic groups, (b) less positively toward English 
only service and (c) less positively toward services targeting other 
ethnic groups.  
H15: Compared with mainstream consumers, ethnic consumers will 
react (a) more positively toward services targeting their own ethnic 
groups, (b) less positively toward English only service, and (c) 
indifferently toward services targeting other ethnic groups.  
We further propose that ethnic consumers’ ethnic identity is positively related to 
their reactions toward services targeting their own ethnic groups. That is, the stronger the 
ethnic identity, the more positive reactions. Numerous studies have empirically verified 
this relationship. For example, Mexican Americans with strong Mexican identity 
perceived their in-group’s vitality to be higher than those with weak Mexican identity 
(Gao and Schmidt 1994). Xu et al. (2004) find that among young Asian Americans, the 
higher strength of the Asian ethnic identity, the more consumption of culture-specific 
products such as music and movies, and Asian style food and drinks. Meanwhile, the 
strength of ethnic identification is a significant predictor of cultural apparel consumption 
and attribution of emotions and meanings to the consumption (Chattaraman and Lennon 
2008). Green (1999) finds that strong African American ethnic identifiers evaluate the 
ads that feature African Americans in positions of dominance and are placed in racially 
targeted media more positively, whereas weak ethnic identifiers evaluate ads that feature 
Caucasians in positions of dominance and are placed in non-targeted media more 
positively. Kim and Arthur (2003) find that when shopping for clothes, customers who 
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strongly identify themselves with their ethnic groups put more emphasis on ethnic 
features of clothing and window displays than customers with weak ethnic identifications. 
Donthu and Cherian (1994) identify that Hispanic consumers in the U.S. with strong 
Hispanic identifications are more likely than weakly identified Hispanics to seek 
Hispanic service vendors, especially for low-involvement services. 
H16: Ethnic consumers’ level of ethnic identity is positively related to 
their reactions toward services targeting their own ethnic groups.  
H17 – H18: Reaction Differences When Mainstream Consumers Are Negatively 
Affected by Ethnic-Targeting Services and When They Are Not 
Hypotheses 17 and 18 were tested in Study 7. In studies 1 – 6, we examined 
mainstream consumers’ reactions toward ethnic-targeting services. Understandably, 
mainstream consumers themselves are not the target customers for these services, and in 
all the above studies they were not affected by these services. However, in some 
situations, mainstream consumers can be negatively affected by ethnic-targeting services. 
For example, in order to attract ethnic consumers, some firms have added employees (e.g., 
customer service representatives) who are fluent in ethnic languages. Most of these newly 
added employees are minorities, and some of them may have inadequate English 
proficiency, or strong accents. These factors may bring communication difficulties when 
the minority employees are serving mainstream consumers. In this circumstance, 
mainstream consumers are negatively affected by the ethnic-targeting services.  
How will mainstream consumers react toward ethnic-targeting services when they 
are negatively affected? Will they react differently when they are negatively affected and 
when they are not? Are there variables that moderate the above relationship? Study 7 
intended to provide answers to these questions.  
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One fact that needs to be emphasized here is that mainstream consumers 
sometimes are also the users of ethnic-targeting services. For example, an ATM machine 
with both English and ethnic language(s) on its interface is used by both mainstream and 
ethnic consumers. We propose that mainstream consumers who are negatively affected 
by the ethnic-targeting services will react less positively toward these services than the 
mainstream consumers who are not negatively affected. When using a service, including 
an ethnic-targeting service, mainstream consumers will have their own expectations 
about the service, perceptions about the service, and perceived quality about the service, 
which will determine their level of customer satisfaction with the service. Perceived 
service quality refers to “a global judgment, or attitude, relating to the superiority of the 
service” (Parasuraman et al. 1988). Perceptions are defined as consumers’ beliefs 
concerning the service received (Parasuraman et al. 1985). Expectations refer to “desires 
or wants of consumers, i.e., what they feel a service provider should offer rather than 
would offer” (Parasuraman et al. 1988). Service quality expectations are usually based on 
past experience (Carman 1990). Overall, perceived service quality is viewed as the 
degree and direction of discrepancy between consumers’ perception and expectation 
(Parasuraman et al. 1988; Teas 1993). That is, perceived service quality will increases as 
the differences between perceptions and expectations increase.  
Post-consumption consumer satisfaction/dissatisfaction refers to the consumer’s 
response to the evaluation of the perceived discrepancy between prior expectations and 
the actual performance of the product/service as perceived after its consumption (Day 
1984). Perceived performance is found to be a determinant of consumer 
satisfaction/dissatisfaction (Churchill Jr and Surprenant 1982; Tse and Wilton 1988). 
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Therefore, assuming all other factors are equal, it can be inferred that mainstream 
consumers are likely to generate less positive perception about the ethnic-targeting 
services when they are negatively affected than when they are not. Further, assuming that 
consumers have same expectations about the service, it can be concluded that mainstream 
consumers who are negatively affected will have lower level of satisfaction and thus less 
positive reactions than mainstream consumers who are not negatively affected. Thus, 
H17: Mainstream consumers who are negatively affected by ethnic-
targeting services will react less positively toward it than mainstream 
consumers who are not negatively affected.  
It has been confirmed in above studies that COS in almost all the cases is 
positively related to mainstream consumers’ reactions toward ethnic-targeting services 
when they are not negatively affected. We further propose that COS is also positively 
related to mainstream consumers’ reactions when they are negatively affected. 
Cosmopolitan consumers are more consciously open to cultural differences (Skrbis et al. 
2004). When they are negatively affected by the ethnic-targeting services, they are more 
likely to attribute it to cultural differences and are thus more likely to be tolerant. Thus, 
H18: COS is positively related to mainstream consumers’ reactions 
toward the ethnic-targeting services from which they are negatively 
affected.  
CHAPTER IV: METHODOLOGY, RESULTS, AND DISCUSSION 
In this chapter we describe the research methodology and present the empirical 
results for each study. 
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Study 1A: Mainstream Consumer Reaction Differences between Ethnically 
Homogeneous and Heterogeneous Areas  
Hypotheses 1 – 5 were tested in Study 1A.  
Method 
Participants and Procedure. The hypotheses were tested using a 3 (ethnic-
targeting services provided: English only service vs. English plus Spanish service vs. 
English plus Chinese service) x 2 (consumers’ living areas: ethnically heterogeneous 
areas vs. ethnically homogeneous areas) between subject experiment design. Participants 
included two groups: 106 undergraduate students (52.1% women) in a large private 
university in a metropolitan East coast U.S. city (representing ethnically heterogeneous 
areas), and 95 residents in 12 Midwestern U.S. states (but excluding cities with the 
largest racial group consisting of less than 80% of the total population. See the following 
for a detailed list of these cities), who are members of a large online panel (representing 
ethnically homogeneous areas). See Table 1 in Appendix for the detailed demographic 
information of respondents in our ethnically homogeneous areas sample. In both groups, 
participants were randomly assigned to one of the three ethnic service conditions. The 
participants were informed that the purpose of the study was to evaluate the services of a 
new branch of a major U.S. bank hypothetically named BMT Bank in their local area. 
Participants were asked to read a description of the bank branch, designed to manipulate 
the ethnic services provided (see the following Manipulation section for detail). 
Participants then completed a questionnaire, composed of questions about their reactions 
(including attitude, patronage intent (PI), and word of mouth (WOM)) toward the service, 
their COS, CE, and NI levels, demographic variables, and manipulation checks. In 
addition, for both groups, two screening questions were included at the beginning of the 
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questionnaire to make sure that all the participants themselves and their parents were 
born in the U.S., i.e., our mainstream consumer criteria. For the second group, one more 
screening question was included to make sure that the participant was currently living in 
one of the 12 Midwest states (excluding cities with the largest racial group consisting of 
less than 80% of the total population). 
Manipulations. Ethnic-targeting services provided by businesses were 
manipulated by language combinations (i.e., English only, English plus Spanish, and 
English plus Chinese) used at the interface of the ATM machines located in the bank 
branch and the languages used in the bank’s brochures displayed near the ATM machines 
(see Fig. 1 in Appendix). Mainstream consumers’ living areas were not manipulated; 
instead, we used the metropolitan East coast city, and the twelve Midwest states 
(excluding cities with the largest racial group consisting of less than 80% of the total 
population) as the surrogates of ethnically heterogeneous areas and ethnically 
homogeneous areas, respectively.1 The U.S. Census 2010 data show that the major 
ethnicities in this East coast city are: 41% Caucasian, 43.4% Black or African American, 
12.3% Hispanic or Latino, and 6.3% Asian. Thus, this city is highly ethnically 
heterogeneous. On the other hand, among the twelve Midwest states (i.e., Illinois, Indiana, 
Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Ohio, and Wisconsin), Caucasian is the dominant racial group, consisting of over 90% of 
the total populations in almost all of these states (US-Census 2010). However, though at 
the state level Caucasian is the dominant group, it might not be the case at the local area 
level. Therefore, we reviewed all the major cities in these twelve states and found that the 
1 These two groups differ in age and education level, but after controlling for these differences, the effects 
still exist. 
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following eighteen cities do not meet our ethnically homogeneous area definition: Omaha, 
NE (73.1% Caucasians), Kansas City, MO (59.2% Caucasians), St. Paul, MN (60.1% 
Caucasians), Minneapolis, MN (63.8% Caucasians), St. Louis, MO (43.9% Caucasians), 
Milwaukee, WI (44.8% Caucasians), Detroit, MI (82.7% Blacks), Cleveland, OH (53.3% 
Caucasians), Cincinnati, OH (49.3% Caucasians), Topeka, KS (76.2% Caucasians), Des 
Moines, IO (76.4% Caucasians), Jefferson City, MS (78.0% Caucasians), Springfield, IL 
(75.8% Caucasians), Madison (78.9% Caucasians), Indianapolis, IN (61.8% Caucasians), 
Lansing, MI (61.2% Caucasians), Columbus, OH (61.5% Caucasians), and Chicago, IL 
(45% Caucasians) (US-Census 2010). As a result, residents in these cities were excluded 
from our ethnically homogeneous sample.  
Dependent measures. Three dependent measures were taken for this study: 
attitude, patronage intent (PI), and word of mouth (WOM) for ethnic-targeting services. 
Attitude was measured with three 5-point semantic differential items anchored with 
negative and positive, unfavorable and favorable, and bad and good. An average score 
across these items was calculated to provide an overall rating of attitude. PI was 
measured by asking respondents to state their levels of agreement with two statements: “I 
will put BMT bank as my first consideration next time when I need a new type of 
banking product/service.” and “I will stop using the BMT services and switch to another 
major American bank (reversed)” (1 = “strongly disagree”, and 9 = “Strongly agree”). 
We averaged to form a composite index of PI. WOM was measured with three items: “I 
will recommend BMT bank to people I know.” “I will encourage my friends to become 
BMT customers.” and “I will say positive things about BMT to others.” (1 = “strongly 
disagree”, and 9 = “Strongly agree”).  
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Other measures. Respondents’ COS level was measured with a 7-item scale 
adapted from Cleveland and Laroche (2007). These items included such statements as, “I 
enjoy exchanging ideas with people from other cultures or countries.” and “I enjoy being 
with people of other countries to learn about their views and approaches.” (1 = “strongly 
disagree”, and 9 = “Strongly agree”). Respondents’ CE level was measured with the 
shortened version (i.e., 10-item) of the consumer ethnocentrism tendency scale 
(CETSCAEL) (Shimp and Sharma 1987). These items included such statements as, 
“Only those products that are unavailable in the U.S. should be imported.” and 
“American products: first, last, and foremost.” (1 = “strongly disagree”, and 9 = 
“Strongly agree”). Respondents’ NI level was measured with a four-item scale adapted 
from Berry et al. (2006). These items included such statements as, “I am proud of being 
American.” and “I feel that I am part of American culture.” (1 = “strongly disagree”, and 
9 = “Strongly agree”). All the measures revealed satisfactory Cronbach’s alpha values, 
well above the commonly accepted reliability threshold of .70 (Nunnally and Bernstein 
1994). See attached Table 2 in Appendix for detailed alpha values. All the measures also 
revealed satisfactory convergent and discriminant validity values (i.e., for convergent 
validity, standardized loadings and the average variance extracted (AVE) estimates are 
well above .5, and reliabilities are well above .7; for discriminant validity, the AVE 
estimates are larger than the corresponding squared interconstruct correlation (SIC) 
estimates) (Hair et al. 2010). See attached Table 3 in Appendix for detailed convergent 
and discriminant validity values for COS, CE, and NI. Also see Appendices for the 
detailed items of these three variables. Demographic variables (e.g., gender, age range, 
educational level, occupation, income level) were measured. Finally, a manipulation 
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check assessed the ethnic services provided, measured with an item: “BMT endeavors to 
serve customers of different ethnic groups” (1 = “strongly disagree”, and 9 = “Strongly 
agree”).  
Results 
Manipulation check. The manipulation check was successful. An ANOVA 
analysis using respondents’ level of agreement with the manipulation check statement as 
dependent variable, and the type of services as independent variable revealed a 
significant main effect (F (2, 198) = 61.73, p < .001. M English only = 3.79, M English plus Spanish 
= 7.37, M English plus Chinese = 6.67).  
Mainstream consumers’ reactions toward the three types of services (H1-2). The 
results of ANOVA analyses using type of service, living area, and their interaction as 
independent variables (IV) and attitude, PI, and WOM, respectively, as dependent 
variables (DV) revealed that both living area and language combination, and their 
interaction as well, have significant effects on all the DVs (except for language 
combination on PI) (Attitude: Area: F (5, 195) = 9.51, p = .002. M Heterogeneous = 3.89, M 
Homogeneous = 3.43; Language combination: F (5, 195) = 7.17, p = .001. M English only = 3.90, 
M English plus Spanish = 3.83, M English plus Chinese = 3.31; Area x language combination 
interaction: F (5, 195) = 3.96, p = .021. PI: Area: F (5, 195) = 31.59, p < .001. M 
Heterogeneous = 6.65, M Homogeneous = 5.28; Language combination: F (5, 195) = 1.14, p 
= .321. M English only = 6.04, M English plus Spanish = 6.20, M English plus Chinese = 5.76; Area x 
language combination interaction: F (5, 195) = 3.28, p = .040.WOM: Area: F (5, 195) = 
5.07, p = .025. M Heterogeneous = 5.75, M Homogeneous = 5.12; Language combination: F (5, 
195) = 6.10, p = .003. M English only = 5.63, M English plus Spanish = 5.86, M English plus Chinese = 
4.89; Area x language combination interaction: F (5, 195) = 4.82, p = .009). These results 
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indicated that consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas and ethnically 
homogeneous areas have different reactions toward the services; second, mainstream 
consumers react differently toward the three types of services; third, mainstream 
consumers’ reactions toward the three services are moderated by their living areas. Thus, 
we divided consumers into two groups according to their living areas, and then analyzed 
their reactions toward each type of service separately.  
The planned contrasts showed that mainstream consumers in ethnically 
heterogeneous areas overall react indifferently toward the three services (Attitude: F (2, 
103) = 1.56, p = .215; M English plus Spanish = 4.07, M English plus Chinese = 3.71, M English only = 
3.92. PI: F (2, 116) = 1.63, p = .201; M English plus Spanish = 6.59, M English plus Chinese = 5.90, M 
English only = 6.39. WOM: F (2, 103) = 2.96, p = .056; M English plus Spanish = 6.13, M English plus 
Chinese = 5.12, M English only = 5.62). Pairwise analyses revealed no significant difference 
between any two types of services for all the three DVs except for a significant difference 
between English plus Chinese service and English plus Spanish service for WOM (see 
Table 4 in Appendix for detailed results), thus generally supporting H1.   
Planned contrasts also showed that consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas 
react more favorably toward English only service and English plus Spanish service, but 
less favorably toward English plus Chinese service (Attitude: F (2, 92) = 7.93, p = .001; 
M English plus Spanish = 3.59, M English plus Chinese = 2.81, M English only = 3.92. PI: F (2, 92) = 3.41, 
p = .037; M English plus Spanish = 5.35, M English plus Chinese = 4.71, M English only = 5.82. WOM: F 
(2, 92) = 9.04, p < .001; M English plus Spanish = 5.44, M English plus Chinese = 4.14, M English only = 
5.84). Pairwise comparison analyses revealed significant differences between English 
plus Chinese service and each of the other two services (i.e., English only service and 
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English plus Spanish service) for all the three DVs except for no significant difference 
between English plus Chinese and English plus Spanish service for PI. On the other hand, 
pairwise comparison analyses revealed no significant difference between English only 
service and English plus Spanish service for all the three DVs (see Table 4 in Appendix 
for detailed results), thus H2 was generally supported.  
The relationships between COS, CE, and NI and mainstream consumers’ 
reactions (H3 –H4).ANOVA analyses using consumers’ living area as IV and COS, CE, 
and NI, respectively, as DV revealed that consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous 
areas possess higher (lower) level of COS (CE) than, but similar levels of NI as, 
consumers living ethnically homogeneous areas (COS: F (1, 199) = 36.19, p < .001. M 
Heterogeneous = 7.56, M Homogeneous = 6.21; CE: F (1, 199) = 85.44, p < .001. M Heterogeneous = 
2.11, M Homogeneous = 3.20; NI: F (1, 199) = 1.16, p = .283. M Heterogeneous = 8.08, M 
Homogeneous = 7.89), thus in support of H4 (a) and H4 (b), but not H4 (c).  
Regressions were run to test the effects of COS, CE, NI, and their two-way and 
three-way interactions, on DVs. We tested these effects on each language combination 
separately in each type of consumers (i.e., consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous 
areas and consumers living ethnically homogeneous areas), due to the living area x 
language combination interaction effects we found above. All the independent variables 
were standardized to reduce potential multi-collinearity between the interaction terms and 
their components (Aiken and West 1991). Forward addition regression method was 
adopted. In the first model we entered COS, CE, and NI as the IVs. We then entered all 
the two-way interactions among COS, CE, and NI in the second model. In the third 
model, we entered the three-way interaction. We first selected all the models with 
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significant F-value changes, and then if there were more than one model with significant 
F-value change, the model with the highest adjusted R2 value was chosen as the final 
model. It was also ensured that no VIF value was greater than 10 in all the final models 
selected (Hair et al. 2010). The regression results for each type of services were discussed 
below.  
English plus Spanish service. COS was found to have a main positive effect on all 
the three DVs among consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas (attitude: β = .41, t = 
3.24, p = .002; PI: β = .93, t = 3.43, p = .002; WOM: β = .89, t = 3.11, p = .004) and 
among consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas (attitude: β = 1.18, t = 2.66, p = .014; 
PI: β = 1.18, t = 2.21, p = .037; WOM: β = 1.29, t = 2.14, p = .043), indicating that more 
open-minded consumers are likely to show more positive attitude, PI, and WOM toward 
this language combination. No main effect of CE and NI was found for any of the three 
DVs. Thus, H3 (a) was supported, but H3 (b) and (c) were not, in the context of the 
English plus Spanish service. See tables 5 – 7 in Appendix for the detailed forward 
addition regression results.  
In addition, we found a CE x NI interaction effect on WOM among ethnically 
heterogeneous consumers (β = -.85, t = -2.21, p = .034), and a COS x CE interaction 
effect on WOM among ethnically homogeneous consumers (β = -1.43, t = -4.05, p 
< .001). To further examine the NI variation within high or low CE situations, a spotlight 
analysis was performed first at one standard deviation below the mean of CE. The results 
showed that for consumers low on CE, the effect of NI on WOM was not significant (β 
= .47, t = 1.06, p = .298). A similar spotlight analysis at one standard deviation above the 
mean of CE showed that for consumers high on CE, the higher NI they have, the less 
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positive WOM they have toward the English plus Spanish service (β = -1.23, t = -2.48, p 
= .018). This pattern of interaction indicates that the effect of NI on WOM exists only 
among people high on CE (see Fig. 2 in Appendix).  
Similarly, to further examine the CE variation within high or low COS situations, 
a spotlight analysis was performed, first at one standard deviation below the mean of 
COS. The results showed that for consumers with low COS, the higher CE they have, the 
more positive WOM they have toward the English plus Spanish service (β = .92, t = 2.01, 
p = .055). A similar spotlight analysis at one standard deviation above the mean of COS 
showed that for consumers high on COS, the higher the CE, the lower WOM toward the 
English plus Spanish service (β = -1.94, t = -2.77, p = .010). This pattern of interaction 
indicates that the effects of CE on WOM are opposite among consumers high and low on 
COS (see Fig. 3 in Appendix).  
English plus Chinese service. Among both types of consumers, none of COS, CE, 
and NI was found to have a main effect on the three DVs. Thus, H3 (a), (b), and (c) were 
not supported in the context of English plus Chinese service. See tables 8 - 10 in 
Appendix for the detailed forward addition regression results. However, a COS x CE 
interaction effect on PI was found among ethnically heterogeneous consumers (β = .52, t 
= 3.11, p = .004). To further examine the CE variation within high or low COS situations, 
a spotlight analysis was performed first at one standard deviation below the mean of COS. 
The results showed that for consumers low on COS, the effect of CE on PI was not 
significant (β = -.36, t = -1.35, p = .186). A similar spotlight analysis at one standard 
deviation above the mean of COS showed that for consumers high on COS, the higher 
CE they have, the more positive PI they have toward the English plus Chinese service (β 
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= .68, t = 2.04, p = .049). This pattern of interaction indicates that the effect of CE on PI 
exists only among people high on COS (see Fig. 4 in Appendix).  
In summary, among the two types of ethnic-targeting services (i.e., English plus 
Spanish and English plus Chinese service), COS is consistently positively related to all 
the three DVs for the English plus Spanish service, but not for English plus Chinese 
service, and CE and NI are not related to the DVs in both types of services. Thus H3 (a) 
was only supported in the English plus Spanish service but not in the English plus 
Chinese service, whereas H3 (b) and (c) were not supported in both services.  
English only service. Though not hypothesized, we also examined the effects of 
COS, CE, and NI on DVs in the context of English only service. Among consumers in 
ethnically heterogeneous areas, we found a marginally significant positive main effect of 
CE on WOM (β = .68, t = 1.91, p = .070), indicating that consumers high on CE are more 
likely to have positive WOM toward the English only service. No significant models 
were generated among consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas (i.e., none of 
COS, CE, and NI was found to have either main, or interaction, effect on any of the three 
DVs). See tables 11 – 13 in Appendix for the forward addition regression results.  
COS as the mediator between living area and mainstream consumers’ reactions 
(H5). To test Hypothesis 5, mediation analysis was performed by using the bootstrapping 
technique developed by Preacher and Hayes (2008). The major advantage of this 
technique is that it does not rely on the assumption of normality and the number of 
inferential tests is reduced, thus decreasing the probability of Type I error (Preacher and 
Hayes 2008; Sivanathan and Pettit 2010). Not like the traditional approaches in analyzing 
mediation effects (e.g., Baron and Kenny (1986)), the bootstrapping approach does not 
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require that the total effect between independent variable and dependent variable (i.e., 
patch c) is significant. For example, according to the traditional approach, a finding in 
our research that no difference in reactions between consumers in the two areas will 
result in a conclusion that COS (or other variables) does not mediate the relationship 
between living area and reactions. However, according to the bootstrapping approach, 
there is still a possibility that COS mediates the relationship between living area and 
reactions even with the presence of such a finding. Further, a conclusion from the above 
regression analyses that one variable (e.g., CE) has no effect on one of the three DVs 
could not be used a pre-condition that this variable has no mediating effect because, 
though this variable does not affect the DV in the regression, there is still a possibility 
that this variable is correlated with the DV. Due to these two considerations, we 
conducted the mediating analysis using the bootstrapping approach for COS, CE, and NI, 
respectively, and for each type of the service in this study (and in following studies as 
well). Specifically, we conducted the analysis in an SPSS macro developed by Preacher 
and Hayes (2008), using 1,000 bootstrap re-samples of the data with replacement. This 
technique calculates point estimates and bias-corrected confidence intervals for the 
mediation effect. Statistical significance with alpha at a .05 level was indicated by the 95% 
confidence interval that does not cross zero (Sivanathan and Pettit 2010). We present our 
results below.  
English plus Spanish service. We established that COS mediates the relationship 
between consumer’s living area and each of the three DVs, including attitude (Point 
estimate = -.48; 95% bias-corrected confidence interval of -.87 to -.17), PI (Point estimate 
= -.95; 95% bias-corrected confidence interval of -1.71 to -.53), and WOM (Point 
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estimate = -.71; 95% bias-corrected confidence interval of -1.42 to -.12), thus in support 
of H5 (a) in the English plus Spanish service. CE and NI do not mediate the relationship 
between living area and reactions, thus not supporting H5 (b) and (c) in the English plus 
Spanish service.  
English plus Chinese service. We established that none of COS, CE, and NI 
mediates the relationship between living area and any of the DVs, thus H5 (a), (b), and (c) 
were not supported in the English plus Chinese service.  
English only service. We established that only CE mediates the relationship 
between living area and WOM (but not attitude and PI). None of COS and NI has 
mediating effect, thus H5 (a), (b), and (c) were not supported in the English only service.  
Discussion 
In Study 1A we examined American mainstream consumers’ reactions toward 
two types of ethnic-targeting services (i.e., English plus Spanish service and English plus 
Chinese service) and one non-ethnic-targeting service (i.e., English only service). We 
found that American mainstream consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas and 
consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas show different reaction patterns. 
Specifically, consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas react indifferently 
toward the three types of services, whereas consumers living in ethnically homogeneous 
areas prefer English only service and English plus Spanish service over English plus 
Chinese service.  
Regarding the underlying causes for these different reaction patterns, consistent 
with previous research findings (Cannon et al. 1994; Riefler and Diamantopoulos 2009; 
Yoon 2001; Yoon et al. 1996), we found that consumers living in ethnically 
heterogeneous areas possess higher levels of COS than consumers living in ethnically 
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homogeneous areas, and COS is positively related to the reactions toward English plus 
Spanish service (but not English plus Chinese) for consumers of both types, indicating 
that COS mediates the relationship between consumers’ living areas and their reactions 
toward English plus Spanish service, which was verified by our mediation analysis 
results. Put differently, the different reactions toward English plus Spanish service shown 
by consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas and consumer in ethnically homogeneous 
areas may be due to the different levels of COS they possess.  
However, an alternative explanation for the different reaction patterns by 
consumers in the two areas could be that, compared with consumers in ethnically 
heterogeneous areas, consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas may perceive a lower 
level of necessity to provide ethnic services in their local areas since most of the local 
residents are mainstream consumers. A between-subject experiment design with two 
conditions (i.e., high perceived necessity and low perceived necessity) was performed to 
explore this explanation. Forty-six students from the same East Coast university 
participated in the experiment and were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions. 
In the high perceived necessity condition, participants were asked to imagine that a high 
percentage of residents in the new neighborhood they were living in now were ethnic 
consumers and BMT bank provided service in their ethnic language in the local branch. 
In the low perceived necessity condition, participants were informed that almost all the 
local residents in their new neighborhood were native English speakers, but ethnic 
service was provided by BMT in the local branch. Participants then answered the same 
questionnaire as above. The results of ANOVA analyses showed no significant 
differences in reactions between consumers in the two conditions (Attitude: F (1, 44) = 
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0.10, p = .754. M High Necessity = 4.00, M Low Necessity = 3.93; PI: F (1, 44) = 0.23, p = .634. 
M High Necessity = 6.28, M Low Necessity = 6.54; WOM: F (1, 44) = 0.01, p = .914. M High Necessity 
= 5.81, M Low Necessity = 5.75), indicating that perceived necessity has no effect on 
consumers’ reactions, thus the alternative explanation can be ruled out.  
Finally, the factors that influence consumers’ reactions toward the three types of 
services are very different. First, except for two interaction effects discussed above, COS 
is consistently the sole variable affecting consumers’ reactions toward the English plus 
Spanish service for all the three DVs among both types of consumers. This finding 
indicates that the higher level of COS a consumer possesses, the more likely s/he will 
have positive reactions toward this service. Second, except for a COS x CE interaction 
effect on PI, none of COS, CE, and NI is not related to any of the three DVs in English 
plus Chinese service, indicating that consumers’ reactions toward this type of service is 
complex, and other variables may take effect here. For example, China’s controversial 
image may play a role here. Also, in a separate research project, we found that U.S. 
consumers possess high levels of economic animosity toward China. Finally, among 
consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas, CE is positively related to WOM 
toward the English only service, indicating that more ethnocentric consumers react more 
positively toward English only service, which is designed not to target ethnic consumers.  
Study 1B: Mainstream Consumers Responses in China 
Hypotheses 6 – 7 were tested in Study 1B.  
Method 
Experiment materials and procedure were similar to Study 1A. The U.S. sample 
included 140 college students (53.6% women) from the same large private university in a 
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metropolitan East coast U.S. city as in Study 1A. The Chinese sample included 259 
college students (60.6% women) from Hangzhou, Zhejiang Province. Participants in both 
countries answered two screening questions to ensure that they met the criteria of 
mainstream consumers (i.e., both participants themselves and their parents were born in 
their country of residence). As the capital city of Zhejiang Province and located at the 
East coastal region in China, Hangzhou had a registered population of 8.7 million people 
as of 2010. Hangzhou city is also one of the most economically developed cities in China 
(Wikipedia 2013a). Therefore, in terms of geographical location, population, and 
economic development level, Hangzhou is comparable to the metropolitan city in the U.S. 
from which our U.S. sample is drawn.  
Our experiments in both the U.S. and China used the same banking scenario 
manipulations as in Study 1A. English plus Chinese, English plus Spanish, and English 
only services were again used among U.S. participants; however, due to the significant 
cultural differences between the U.S. and China, it was not meaningful to use these three 
language combinations among Chinese participants. Therefore, alternatively, Chinese 
plus English, Chinese plus Korean, and Chinese only services were examined among 
Chinese participants. Chinese plus English service in China is comparable to English plus 
Spanish service in the U.S. This was because, just like the Spanish language in the U.S., 
English is the foreign language most widely spoken in China and most widely used by 
Chinese businesses (though less commonly than English plus Spanish in the U.S). 
Chinese plus Korean service in China is comparable to English plus Chinese service in 
the U.S. People with Chinese origins in the U.S. are from very different backgrounds in 
terms of political systems, economic standards, and even cultural values, including 
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mainland China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong, and locally born in the U.S. In a similar 
pattern, the 2.3 million people who speak Korean in China are from very different 
backgrounds as well, including Chinese citizens of Korean ethnicity, businesspeople and 
international students from South Korea, and expatriates and international students from 
North Korea (Wikipedia 2013b). Understandably, Chinese plus English service and 
Chinese plus Korean service are ethnic-targeting services in China, whereas Chinese only 
service is not. 
We used the same questionnaire (and thus the same measures) as in Study 1A 
among U.S. participants. The Chinese version of the questionnaire was translated from 
the English version, and then back-translated into English to ensure equivalence of 
meanings (Chen et al. 2008; Sharma et al. 1995). All the measures revealed satisfactory 
Cronbach’s alpha values (Nunnally and Bernstein 1994). COS, CE, and NI also revealed 
satisfacotry convergent and discrimininant validity values (except for the average 
variance extracted (AVE) estimate for CE in the China sample (i.e., .49, slightly lower 
than .5)). See attached tables 2 and 3 in Appendix respectively for the detailed reliability 
and validity values.  
Results 
Manipulation checks. The manipulation checks in both the U.S. and the China 
sample were successful. ANOVA analyses using respondents’ level of agreement with 
the manipulation check statement (i.e., “BMT endeavors to serve customers of different 
ethnic groups” (1 = “strongly disagree”, and 9 = “Strongly agree”) as DV, and either 
non-ethnic targeting service (i.e., English only service in the U.S., and Chinese only 
service in China) or ethnic-targeting services (i.e., English plus Spanish service and 
English plus Chinese service in the U.S., and Chinese plus English and Chinese plus 
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Korean in China) as IV revealed significant main effects (U.S. sample: F (1, 138) = 
363.69, p < .001. M Non-ethnic-targeting = 2.35, M Ethnic-targeting = 7.69; China sample: F (1, 257) 
= 14.31, p < .001. M Non-ethnic-targeting = 4.55, M Ethnic-targeting = 5.54).  
U.S. consumers vs. Chinese consumers. We first performed a two-way ANOVA 
analysis using type of service, country, and their interaction as independent variables (IV) 
and attitude, PI, and WOM, respectively, as dependent variables (DV). The results 
revealed that both country of residence and language combination, and their interaction 
as well, have significant effect on one or more DVs (Attitude: Country: F (5, 378) = 
50.13, p < .001. M China = 3.23, M US = 3.91; Language combination: F (5, 378) = 2.62, p 
= .074. M English (Chinese) only = 3.52, M English plus Spanish (Chinese plus English) = 3.73, M English plus 
Chinese (Chinese plus Korean) = 3.46; Country x language combination interaction: F (5, 378) = 
1.76, p = .173. PI: Country: F (5, 393) = 5.42, p = .020. M China = 5.19, M US = 5.66; 
Language combination: F (5, 393) = 1.07, p = .346. M English (Chinese) only = 5.32, M English plus 
Spanish (Chinese plus English) = 5.64, M English plus Chinese (Chinese plus Korean) = 5.32; Country x language 
combination interaction: F (5, 393) = 2.49, p = .084. WOM: Country: F (5, 393) = 9.90, p 
= .002. M China = 5.02, M US = 5.58; Language combination: F (5, 393) = 2.08, p = .126. 
M English (Chinese) only = 5.16, M English plus Spanish (Chinese plus English) = 5.57, M English plus Chinese 
(Chinese plus Korean) = 5.17; Country x language combination interaction: F (5, 393) = 2.73, p 
= .067). These results indicated that, first, U.S. and Chinese consumers have different 
reactions toward the services; second, mainstream consumers react differently toward the 
three types of services; third, consumers’ reactions toward the three services may be 
moderated by their country of residence. Thus, in this study we divided the three services 
into two types: ethnic-targeting services (i.e., English plus Spanish and English plus 
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Chinese in the U.S., and Chinese plus English and Chinese plus Korean in China) and 
non-ethnic-targeting service (i.e., English only service in the U.S. and Chinese only 
service in China) and then compared the two countries’ consumers’ reactions toward 
them.  
ANOVA analyses using country of residence as IV and attitude, PI, and WOM, 
respectively, toward the two ethnic-targeting services (i.e., English plus Spanish and 
English plus Chinese in the U.S., and Chinese plus English, and Chinese plus Korean in 
China) as DV revealed significant main effect on attitude (F (1, 259) = 20.11, p < .001. 
M China = 3.32, M US = 3.89), no significant effect on PI (F (1, 259) = 1.67, p = .198. M 
China = 5.26, M US = 5.59), and marginally significant main effect on WOM (F (1, 259) = 
3.33, p = .069. M China = 5.12, M US = 5.51), indicating that compared with Chinese 
mainstream consumers, U.S. mainstream consumers have a more positive attitude, similar 
PI, and more positive WOM toward the two ethnic-targeting services, partially in support 
of H6. See Table 14 in Appendix for detailed results.  
ANOVA analyses using country of residence as IV and COS, CE, and NI, 
respectively, as DV all revealed significant main effect, indicating that, U.S. mainstream 
consumers possess higher levels of COS (F (1, 396) = 46.74, p < .001. M China = 6.41, M 
US = 7.53) and NI (F (1, 396) = 42.68, p < .001. M China = 6.56, M US = 8.16), and lower 
levels of CE (F (1, 396) = 29.58, p < .001. M China = 2.59, M US = 2.02), than Chinese 
mainstream consumers, in support of the whole H7. See Table 14 in Appendix for 
detailed results.  
The relationships between COS, CE, and NI and mainstream consumers’ 
reactions toward the two ethnic-targeting services in both countries. Though not 
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hypothesized, we also performed regression analyses to test whether COS, CE, NI and 
their two-way and three-way interactions are related to consumers’ reactions toward the 
two ethnic-targeting services in both countries, with the same forward addition 
procedures as in Study 1A. The results revealed that in the China sample, only COS has a 
positive main effect on PI (β = .49, t = 2.26, p = .027) and WOM (β = .48, t = 2.52, p 
= .014), indicating that the Chinese consumers high on COS are more likely to have more 
positive PI and WOM toward the two ethnic-targeting services. See tables 15 – 17 in 
Appendix for detailed forward addition regression results. 
Besides, a two-way COS x CE interaction effect (β = .46, t = 2.35, p = .022), and 
a three-way COS x CE x NI interaction effect (β = -.38, t = -2.03, p = .046) on attitude 
were found in the China sample. To further examine the COS variation within high or 
low CE situations, a spotlight analysis was performed first at one standard deviation 
below the mean of CE. The results showed that for consumers with low CE, the effect of 
COS on attitude was not significant (β = -.35, t = -1.13, p = .265). A similar spotlight 
analysis at one standard deviation above the mean of CE showed that for consumers high 
on CE, the higher COS they have, the more positive attitude they have toward the two 
ethnic-targeting services (β = .56, t = 3.34, p = .002). This pattern of interaction indicated 
that the effect of COS on WOM exists only among people high on CE (see Fig. 5 in 
Appendix). Similarly, spotlight analysis result for the three-way interaction effect 
indicated that the relationships found above in the two-way interaction exist only among 
consumers low on NI; for consumers high on NI, there is a positive relationship between 
COS and attitude among consumers both high and low on CE (see Fig. 6 in Appendix).   
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No significant models were generated in the U.S. sample, indicating that none of 
COS, CE, NI, and their two-way, and three-way interactions has an effect on any of the 
three DVs among U.S. consumers.  
COS as the mediator between living area and mainstream consumers’ reactions 
toward the two ethnic-targeting services. By following the same mediation procedures in 
Preacher and Hayes (2008) as above, we established that COS mediates the relationship 
between consumer’s country of residence and two of the three DVs, i.e., attitude (Point 
estimate = .21; 95% bias-corrected confidence interval of .10 to .34), and WOM (Point 
estimate = .37; 95% bias-corrected confidence interval of .15 to .64), but not PI. 
The relationships between COS, CE, and NI and mainstream consumers’ 
reactions toward the non-ethnic-targeting services in both countries. Regressions with 
forward addition procedures same as above were performed. The results revealed that in 
the China sample, CE has positive main effects on PI (β = .72, t = 3.33, p = .001) and 
WOM (β = .91, t = 4.24, p < .001), and in the U.S. sample, CE has a positive main effect 
on WOM (β = .85, t = 2.63, p = .015), indicating that Chinese consumers high on CE are 
more likely to have positive PI and WOM toward the Chinese only service, and that U.S. 
consumers high on CE are more likely to have positive WOM toward the English only 
service. See tables 18 – 20 in Appendix for detailed forward addition regression results. 
Discussion 
In Study 1B, we compared American and Chinese mainstream consumers’ 
reactions toward ethnic-targeting services and found that consumers in the two countries 
possess different characteristics and show different reactions toward the ethnic-targeting 
services. Specifically, first, U.S. consumers possess higher level of COS and NI, and 
lower level of CE, than Chinese consumers, indicating that U.S. consumers are more 
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open-minded, less ethnocentric, and more patriotic than Chinese consumers. These 
differences are likely due to the following factors: first, the U.S. is much more ethnically 
diverse than China, and thus American consumers interact more frequently with people 
from other cultural backgrounds than their Chinese counterparts, which may make them 
more open-minded; second, American consumers consume foreign-made products much 
more frequently than Chinese consumers. Nowadays many of the consumer products in 
the U.S. market were made in China, whereas most of the products consumed by Chinese 
consumers were domestically manufactured. Finally, as the only superpower and one of 
the most developed countries in the world, overall American consumers may enjoy a 
higher living standard and likely a stronger sense of pride as U.S. citizens than their 
Chinese counterparts, which might lead to the higher level of NI.  
We also found that U.S. consumers show more positive attitudes, similar PI, and 
more positive WOM toward the ethnic-targeting services than Chinese consumers, and 
our mediation analyses showed that COS mediates the relationships between country of 
residence and attitude and WOM, respectively. That is, U.S. consumers possess higher 
level of COS than Chinese consumers, which lead to their overall more positive attitude 
and WOM toward the two ethnic-targeting services than their Chinese counterparts.  
Our regression results also showed that COS is significantly positively related to 
PI and WOM toward the two ethnic-targeting services among Chinese consumers, but not 
among American consumers. Thus, the positive relationship between COS and consumer 
reactions seem to be more consistent and evident among Chinese consumers than among 
American consumers. This might be due to our finding in Study 1A that American 
consumers’ reactions toward English plus Chinese service is complex and COS is not 
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related to their reactions, which might have diminished COS’s predictive power on 
reactions when the two ethnic-targeting services were examined altogether.  
Our regression results also showed that CE is significantly positively related to PI 
and WOM toward the non-ethnic-targeting service (i.e., Chinese only service) among 
Chinese consumers, indicating that more ethnocentric consumers in China are more likely 
to have positive PI and WOM toward the Chinese only service. Among American 
consumers, CE is significantly related to WOM toward the English only service. This 
finding is very consistent with the related finding in Study 1A, in which we found that 
CE is marginally positively to WOM among consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas.  
Study 2: Long-Existing Business Practice vs. Cultural Distance 
Hypothesis 8 was tested in Study 2.  
Method 
Experiment materials and procedure were similar with Study 1A and 1B, except 
that we only compared two language combinations: English plus Spanish, and English 
plus Portuguese. Two neighboring countries, Spain and Portugal share a lot of similarities: 
both are located at southwestern Europe, and both have had a colonizing history, 
especially in South American countries (e.g., Spain in Mexico, and Portuguese in Brazil), 
where many minorities in the U.S. were originally from. However, English plus Spanish 
has been a common business practice in the U.S. for long, whereas English plus 
Portuguese has not.  
A pretest was conducted to test mainstream consumers’ perceived cultural 
similarities between the U.S. and Spanish-speaking, and Portuguese-speaking countries. 
In addition, we also tested the perceived cultural similarity between the U.S. and 
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Chinese-speaking countries. Perceived cultural similarity between the U.S. and Chinese-
speaking country was measured by a two-item scale. The two items were “The language 
of English is very similar to the language of Chinese.” and “The U.S. is similar to the 
country of China in terms of cultural values, beliefs, attitudes, and traditions.” (1 = 
“strongly disagree”, and 9 = “Strongly agree”) (r = .230, p = .07). Perceived cultural 
similarity between the U.S. and Spanish (Portuguese)-speaking country was measured by 
a three-item scale. These items were “The language of English is very similar to the 
language of Spanish (Portuguese).” “The U.S. is similar to the country of Spain 
(Portuguese) in terms of cultural values, beliefs, attitudes, and traditions.” and “The U.S. 
is similar to the country of Mexico (Brazil) in terms of cultural values, beliefs, attitudes, 
and traditions.” (1 = “strongly disagree”, and 9 = “Strongly agree”) (Cronbach’s alpha 
= .64 (Spanish), .66 (Portuguese)). Sixty-three students (58.7% women) from the same 
university as in Study 1A and 1B (the U.S. sample) participated the pretest and indicated 
their level of agreement with the statements (i.e., the scale items). A t-test analysis 
indicated that the perceived cultural similarity between the U.S. and Chinese-, Spanish-, 
and Portuguese-speaking countries were 1.99, 3.89, and 3.45, respectively, indicating that 
the cultural similarity between the U.S. and Spanish-speaking countries is similar to the 
cultural similarity between the U.S. and Portuguese-speaking countries, but much higher 
than the cultural similarity between the U.S. and Chinese-speaking countries.  
We then examined mainstream consumers’ reactions toward the English plus 
Spanish service and the English plus Portuguese service. To be approximately equivalent 
with the experiment condition in Study 1A, participants in Study 2 included 85 students 
(60% women) from the same large East Coast university as in Study 1A and 1B 
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(representing ethnically heterogeneous areas) and 52 members of the same large online 
panel, residing in the 12 Midwest states (excluding cities with the largest racial group 
consisting of less than 80% of the total population) (representing ethnically homogeneous 
areas). See Table 1 in Appendix for detailed demographic information of respondents in 
our ethnically homogeneous areas sample. The measures of COS, CE, NI, and DVs used 
in Study 2 were the same as in previous studies, all of which revealed satisfactory 
reliability alpha values and satisfactory convergent and discriminant validity values. See 
tables 2 and 3 in Appendix for the detailed reliability and validity values.  
Results 
The results of ANOVA analyses using type of service, living area, and their 
interaction as independent variables (IV) and attitude, PI, and WOM, respectively, as 
dependent variables (DV) revealed that both living area and language combination, and 
their interaction as well, have significant effect on one or more of the three DVs (Attitude: 
Area: F (3, 133) = .51, p = .475. M Heterogeneous = 3.99, M Homogeneous = 3.82; Language 
combination: F (3, 133) = 2.86, p = .093. M English plus Spanish = 3.83, M English plus Portuguese = 
4.04; Area x language combination interaction: F (3, 133) = 3.21, p = .076. PI: Area: F (3, 
133) = 7.21, p = .008. M Heterogeneous = 6.89, M Homogeneous = 5.92; Language combination: 
F (3, 133) = 6.64, p = .011. M English plus Spanish = 6.20, M English plus Portuguese = 6.91; Area x 
language combination interaction: F (3, 133) = 3.83, p = .052.WOM: Area: F (3, 133) = 
1.21, p = .274. M Heterogeneous = 6.28, M Homogeneous = 5.83; Language combination: F (3, 
133) = 3.60, p = .060. M English plus Spanish = 5.86, M English plus Portuguese = 6.42; Area x 
language combination interaction: F (3, 133) = 1.14, p = .287). These results indicated 
that consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas and ethnically homogeneous 
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areas have different reactions toward the services; second, mainstream consumers react 
differently toward the two types of services; and third, consumers’ reactions toward the 
two services are moderated by their living areas. Thus, in this study we divided 
consumers into two groups according to their living areas, and then analyzed consumers’ 
reactions toward each of two services separately.  
Planned contrasts indicated that consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas react 
indifferently toward the two services (Attitude: F (1, 83) = .01, p = .930; M English plus 
Spanish = 4.00, M English plus Portuguese = 3.98. PI: F (1, 83) = .25, p = .615; M English plus Spanish = 
6.80, M English plus Portuguese = 6.99. WOM: F (1, 83) = .46, p = .499; M English plus Spanish = 6.15, 
M English plus Portuguese = 6.42), and consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas react more 
positively toward English plus Portuguese service than toward English plus Spanish 
service (Attitude: F (1, 50) = 3.97, p = .052; M English plus Spanish = 3.59, M English plus Portuguese 
= 4.16. PI: F (1, 50) = 8.43, p = .005; M English plus Spanish = 5.35, M English plus Portuguese = 6.76. 
WOM: F (1, 50) = 3.50, p = .067; M English plus Spanish = 5.44, M English plus Portuguese = 6.41). 
Thus, H8b was supported among consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas, 
while H8a was not supported among both types of consumers. Further, combining this 
finding with our finding in Study 1A that consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas 
prefer English plus Spanish service over English plus Chinese service, it could be derived 
that consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas react more positively toward English 
plus Portuguese service than toward English plus Chinese service.    
Mediation analyses. We also compared the reactions toward the English plus 
Portuguese service among the two types of consumers and found that they have similar 
reactions (attitude: F (1, 60) = .64, p = .426; PI: F (1, 60) = .23, p = .636; WOM: F (1, 60) 
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= .00, p = .984). Even so, as mentioned above, according to the bootstrapping approach, 
it is still possible that COS, CE, or NI may mediate the relationship between living area 
and reactions toward English plus Portuguese service. We established that COS mediates 
the relationship between consumer’s living area and each of the three DVs, including 
attitude (Point estimate = -.23; 95% bias-corrected confidence interval of -.54 to -.07), PI 
(Point estimate = -.35; 95% bias-corrected confidence interval of -.95 to -.09), and WOM 
(Point estimate = -.52; 95% bias-corrected confidence interval of -.106 to -.12). CE and 
NI do not mediate the relationship between living area and reactions.  
The results of regression analyses similar as in Study 1A and 1B revealed that 
COS is positively related to all the three DVs toward the English plus Portuguese service 
among both consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas (Attitude: β = .50, t = 3.75, p 
= .001; PI: β = .81, t = 2.65, p = .012; WOM: β = .97, t = 3.19, p = .003) and consumers 
in ethnically homogeneous areas (Attitude: β = .53, t = 4.01, p = .001; PI: β = .81, t = 
2.16, p = .046;  WOM: β = 1.31, t = 3.02, p = .008), indicating that the more open-
minded consumers are more likely to react positively toward this service. In addition, 
among consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas, CE is negatively related to PI (β = -
.71, t = -2.14, p = .047), indicating that more ethnocentric consumers are less likely to 
have positive PI toward the English plus Portuguese service. See tables 21 – 23 in 
Appendix for detailed forward addition regression results.  
Discussion 
While the finding that consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas react 
indifferently toward the English plus Spanish and English plus Portuguese services is 
consistent with the related findings regarding this type of consumers in Study 1A and 1B, 
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the finding that consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas prefer English plus 
Portuguese service over English plus Spanish service is surprising. This finding indicates 
that, in addition to cultural distance, some political and economic factors might also take 
effect in mainstream consumers’ reactions toward the services targeting different ethnic 
groups. For example, consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas might have 
negative perceptions about the Spanish-speaking communities in the U.S. (e.g., illegal 
Mexican immigrants), or they may have perceived threat resulting from the rapidly 
increasing Spanish-speaking population in the U.S. Further, the results of regression 
analyses also reveal that COS in all the cases, and CE in rare cases, predict mainstream 
consumers’ reactions toward the English plus Portuguese service. Further, COS, but not 
CE and NI, mediates the relationship between living area and all the three DVs.  
Study 3: Comparing Ethnic Services Targeting a Single Ethnic Group to Ethnic 
Services Targeting Multiple Ethnic Groups 
Hypothesis 9 was tested in Study 3.  
Method 
Experiment materials and procedure were similar with Study 1A, 1B and Study 2, 
except that we compared three ethnic-targeting services: English plus Chinese, English 
plus Spanish, and multiple ethnic language service, which included English, Spanish, 
Chinese, French, Korean, and Japanese. Participants included 124 students (54.8% 
women) from the same university as in above studies (representing the ethnically 
heterogeneous areas) and 86 members of the same large online panel, who were residents 
in the 12 Midwest states (excluding cities with the largest racial group consisting of less 
than 80% of the total population) (representing the ethnically homogeneous areas). See 
Table 1 in Appendix for detailed demographic information of respondents in our 
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ethnically homogeneous areas sample. The measures of COS, CE, NI, and DVs used in 
Study 2 were the same as in previous studies, all of which revealed satisfactory reliability 
alpha values. COS, CE, and NI also revealed satisfactory convergent and discriminant 
validity values. See attached tables 2 and 3 in Appendix for detailed values.  
In addition, to test whether consumers show different levels of perceived 
efficiency and fairness about the three types of ethnic-targeting services, a separate study 
was performed among fifty-five members from a large online panel who reside all over 
the U.S. and met the mainstream consumer criteria. Respondents were asked to compare 
the three types of services in terms of perceived efficiency and fairness, as well as their 
reactions toward the services. On a scale of 1 to 9, perceived efficiency was measured 
with one item: “BMT is very effective and efficient in serving ethnic customers.”, and 
perceived fairness was measured with “BMT treats different ethnic groups equally and 
fairly.” 
Results  
The results of ANOVA analyses using service type, living area, and their 
interaction as IVs revealed that both living area and service type, and their interaction, 
have significant effects on all the three DVs, indicating that, first, consumers living in 
ethically heterogeneous areas react more positively than consumers in ethnically 
homogeneous areas (Attitude: F (5, 204) = 8.71, p = .004. M Heterogeneous = 3.98, M 
Homogeneous = 3.49; PI: F (5, 204) = 23.99, p < .001. M Heterogeneous = 6.78, M Homogeneous = 
6.53; WOM: F (5, 204) = 9.38, p < .001. M Heterogeneous = 6.03, M Homogeneous = 5.23); 
second, mainstream consumers react differently toward the three service types (Attitude: 
F (5, 204) = 17.93, p < .001. M English plus Chinese = 3.31, M English plus Spanish = 3.83, M Multiple = 
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4.22; PI: F (5, 204) = 9.78, p < .001. M English plus Chinese = 5.76, M English plus Spanish = 6.20, M 
Multiple = 6.89; WOM: F (5, 204) = 15.66, p < .001. M English plus Chinese = 4.89, M English plus 
Spanish = 5.86, M Multiple = 6.41); and third, consumers’ reactions toward the three services 
are moderated by the living area (Attitude: F (5, 204) = 6.62, p = .002; PI: F (5, 204) = 
7.91, p < .001; WOM: F (5, 204) = 4.13, p = .017). 
Planned contrasts and pairwise comparison results indicated that consumers in 
ethnically heterogeneous areas react indifferently toward the multiple ethnic language 
service and the English plus Spanish service, but react less favorably toward the English 
plus Chinese service (Attitude: F (2, 120) = 2.35, p = .100; M English plus Spanish = 4.00, M 
English plus Chinese = 3.77, M Multiple Languages  = 4.14. PI: F (2, 121) = .08, p = .922; M English plus 
Spanish = 6.80, M English plus Chinese = 6.70, M Multiple Languages = 6.84. WOM: F (2, 121) = 2.42, 
p = .093; M English plus Spanish = 6.15, M English plus Chinese = 5.55, M Multiple Languages = 6.32), and 
consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas generally prefer multiple ethnic services over 
the rest two services Attitude: F (2, 83) = 14.01, p < .001; M English plus Spanish = 3.59, M 
English plus Chinese = 2.81, M Multiple Languages = 4.36. PI: F (2, 83) = 13.10, p < .001; M English plus 
Spanish = 5.35, M English plus Chinese = 4.71, M Multiple Languages = 7.00. WOM: F (2, 83) = 14.73, 
p < .001; M English plus Spanish = 5.44, M English plus Chinese = 4.14, M Multiple Languages = 6.58), 
indicating that for both types of consumers, the multiple ethnic language service is 
preferred. Thus H9 was supported among consumers living in ethnically homogeneous 
areas and generally supported among consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas. 
See Table 24 in Appendix for detailed results, including the pairwise comparison results.  
The results of regression analyses with similar procedures as in above studies 
indicated that COS is positively related to attitude (β = .59, t = 3.77, p < .001), and WOM 
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(β = .95, t = 2.93, p = .009) toward the multiple ethnic services among consumers in 
ethnically homogeneous areas, and positively related to attitude (β = .47, t = 4.09, p 
< .001) and WOM (β = .83, t = 4.24, p < .001) among consumers in ethnically 
heterogeneous areas, and NI is positively related to PI (β = .52, t = 2.68, p = .011) and 
WOM (β = .43, t = 2.30, p = .027) among consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas, 
indicating that the higher NI, the more positive PI and WOM toward the multiple ethnic 
language services. See tables 25 - 27 in Appendix for detailed forward addition 
regression results.  
In addition, we also found two interaction effects. First, the COS x CE interaction 
is negatively related to attitude (β = -.27, t = -2.88, p = .007) among consumers in 
ethnically heterogeneous areas. To further examine the CE variation within high or low 
COS situations, a spotlight analysis was performed first at one standard deviation below 
the mean of COS. The results showed that for consumers with low COS, the effect of CE 
on attitude was not significant (β = .19, t = 1.33, p = .192).  A similar spotlight analysis at 
one standard deviation above the mean of COS showed that for consumers high on COS, 
the higher CE they possess, the less positive attitude they have toward the multiple ethnic 
language service (β = -.35, t = -2.08, p = .045). This pattern of interaction indicates that 
the effect of CE on attitude exists only among people high on COS (see Fig. 7 in 
Appendix).   
Second, we found COS x NI interaction is negatively related to attitude (β = -.36, 
t = -2.38, p = .023) among consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas. To further 
examine the NI variation within high or low COS situations, a spotlight analysis was 
performed first at one standard deviation below the mean of COS. The results showed 
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that for consumers with low COS, the higher NI they possess, the more positive attitude 
toward the multiple ethnic language service (β = .46, t = 2.19, p = .035).  A similar 
spotlight analysis at one standard deviation above the mean of COS showed that for 
consumers high on COS, the higher NI they have, the less positive attitude they have 
toward the multiple ethnic language service (but this relationship is only marginally 
significant) (β = -.27, t = -1.71, p = .096). This pattern of interaction indicates that the 
effects of NI on attitude are opposite among people high and low on COS (see Fig. 8 in 
Appendix).  
Mediation analyses. Mediation analyses were performed by following the 
procedures in Preacher and Hayes (2008) for the multiple ethnic service. Our results 
indicated that NI mediates the relationship between consumer’s living area and PI (but 
not attitude and WOM) (Point estimate = -.13; 95% bias-corrected confidence interval of 
-.52 to -.01). COS and CE do not mediate the relationship between living area and 
reactions.   
Mediation analyses were also performed for the perceived efficiency and fairness 
study. We established that perceived efficiency mediates the relationship between service 
type and all the three DVs, including attitude (point estimate = -.23, 95% bias-corrected 
confidence interval of -.38 to -.10), PI (point estimate = -.28, 95% bias-corrected 
confidence interval of -.52 to -.13), and WOM (point estimate = -.32, 95% bias-corrected 
confidence interval of -.57 to -.15). We also established that perceived fairness mediates 
the relationship between service type and all the three DVs, including attitude (point 
estimate = -.17, 95% bias-corrected confidence interval of -.31 to -.16), PI (point estimate 
= -.24, 95% bias-corrected confidence interval of -.44 to -.07), and WOM (point estimate 
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= -.25, 95% bias-corrected confidence interval of -.48 to -.07). These results indicated 
that the different levels of perceived efficiency and perceived fairness explain the 
different reactions toward the three types of services shown by mainstream consumers.  
Discussion 
In Study 3, we examined whether mainstream consumers have different reactions 
toward services simultaneously targeting multiple ethnic groups and services exclusively 
targeting single ethnic groups. We found that consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas 
prefer the multiple ethnic language services over the rest two types of services (i.e., 
English plus Chinese service and English plus Spanish service, both of which are 
targeting specific single ethnic groups). Consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas 
react significantly more favorably toward the multiple ethnic language service than 
toward the English plus Chinese service. They also react more favorably toward the 
multiple ethnic language service than toward the English plus Spanish service, but the 
difference is not significant. The different patterns shown by the two types of consumers 
may be due to the less favorable reactions toward the English plus Spanish service among 
consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas as found in Study 2. Overall, our findings 
suggest that the multiple ethnic language service is preferred over services targeting 
specific single ethnic groups. Further, our mediation analyses indicate that both perceived 
efficiency and perceived fairness mediate the relationship between service type and 
mainstream consumers’ reactions.  
NI has a positive main effect on both PI and WOM among consumers in 
ethnically heterogeneous areas. Living in ethnically diverse regions in the U.S., these 
consumers may have a strong sense that U.S. is a multi-cultural country composed of 
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people with different ethnic backgrounds, and the multiple ethnic language service well 
reflects this national character. Therefore, the higher NI mainstream consumers possess, 
the more positively they would react toward this type of service. Further, NI mediates the 
relationship between living area and PI.  
Study 4: The Influence of Cultural Salience 
Hypothesis 10 was tested in Study 4.  
Method 
Study 4’s experiment was conducted in a steakhouse restaurant setting. 
Participants included 11 students (36.4% women) from the same East Coast university 
and 134 members of the same large online panel, residing in both ethnically 
heterogeneous and homogeneous areas. See Table 1 in Appendix for detailed 
demographic information of respondents in our online panel sample. We manipulated the 
salience of cultural factors by using pictures of both a restaurant table setting and the 
restaurant menu in a steakhouse restaurant named Sam’s Steakhouse. In the subtle 
cultural factor condition, participants saw both a picture where chopsticks, in addition to 
knives and forks, are placed on the dining table and an English menu. In the salient 
cultural factor condition, participants saw a picture where only knives and forks are 
placed on the dining table and a menu printed in both English and Chinese. In the more 
salient cultural factor condition, participants saw both chopsticks and a menu printed in 
English and Chinese. The no-cultural-factor condition (i.e., no chopsticks and Chinese 
menu) was used as a control condition. Same variables were measured as in study 1- 3, 
plus a four-item scale measuring China’s country image as a control, which include 
statements such as “The country image of China is overall positive” (1 = “strongly 
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disagree”, and 9 = “Strongly agree”). We added the China’s country image as control 
variable because it was found in Study 2 that mainstream consumers’ reactions may be 
affected by the image of an ethnic group or their home country. All the measures revealed 
satisfactory Cronbach’s alpha values. COS, CE, and NI also revealed satisfactory 
convergent and discriminant validity values. See attached tables 2 and 3 in Appendix for 
detailed values. Finally, a manipulation check assessed the ethnic services provided, 
measured with two items: “Sam’s Steakhouse provides chopsticks, in addition to knife 
and fork, to customers.” and “The menu of Sam’s Steakhouse is printed in both English 
and Chinese.” (1 = “strongly disagree”, and 9 = “Strongly agree”).  
A pretest was conducted among 45 mainstream students from the same East Coast 
university as in above studies in order to confirm our manipulation (i.e., whether 
mainstream consumers think Chinese language and chopsticks have different levels of 
salience in terms of cultural factors). We asked respondents to rank-order the pictures of 
four items based on the level of what they think can most significantly reflect the Chinese 
culture. These four items were Chinese language characters, chopsticks, rice bowl, and 
tea pot. The last two items were added as filler items. We asked respondents to place a 1 
beside the most significant item they think, and a 2 beside the second most significant 
one, a 3 beside the next most significant one, and a 4 beside the least significant one they 
think. The results showed that 75.56% of the respondents selected Chinese language 
characters as the most significant Chinese cultural factor, whereas 20% of the 
respondents selected chopsticks (no respondent selected rice bowl, and 4.4% of 
respondents selected tea pot). A cross-tab analysis showed the difference was significant 
(Pearson χ2 = 37.04, df = 9, p < .001).  
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Results 
Manipulation checks. The manipulation checks were successful. An ANOVA 
analysis using respondents’ level of agreement with the first manipulation check 
statement (i.e., “Sam’s Steakhouse provides chopsticks, in addition to knife and fork, to 
customers”) as DV, and the type of services as IV revealed a significant main effect (F (3, 
141) = 282.44, p < .001. M No ethnic factor = 1.45, M Subtle = 8.41, M Salient = 3.47, M More salient 
= 8.79). A similar ANOVA analysis using respondents’ level of agreement with the 
second manipulation check statement (i.e., “The menu of Sam’s Steakhouse is printed in 
both English and Chinese”) as DV, and the type of services as IV revealed a significant 
main effect as well (F (3, 141) = 423.71, p < .001. M No ethnic factor = 1.65, M Subtle = 2.18, 
M Salient = 8.44, M More salient = 8.93).  
The results of ANOVA analyses using the four cultural factor conditions as IVs 
and attitude, PI, and WOM, respectively, as DV, revealed that consumers react 
indifferently toward the four conditions (except for a significant difference of attitude 
between the subtle cultural factor group and the more salient cultural factor group) 
(Attitude: F (3, 141) = 1.87, p = .137; M No Ethnic Factor = 3.78, M Subtle = 4.15, M Salient = 
3.82, M More Salient = 3.75. PI: F (3, 141) = .59, p = .620; M No Ethnic Factor = 6.18, M Subtle = 
6.26, M Salient = 5.77, M More Salient = 6.13. WOM: F (3, 141) = .07, p = .976; M No Ethnic Factor 
= 5.65, M Subtle = 5.81, M Salient = 5.74, M More Salient = 5.71). See Table 28 in Appendix for 
detailed results, including the pairwise comparison results. Further, based on the zip code 
information provided by respondents and using our ethnically heterogeneous 
(homogeneous) area classification criteria (i.e., the threshold of 80% of the largest racial 
group), we divided participants into two types by their living areas (i.e., ethically 
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heterogeneous area and ethnically homogeneous area). We then compared their reactions 
and no difference was found (Attitude: F (1, 143) = .01, p = .94. M Heterogeneous = 3.89, M 
Homogeneous = 3.88; PI: F (1, 143) = .59, p = .444. M Heterogeneous = 6.22, M Homogeneous = 6.01; 
WOM: F (1, 143) = 1.34, p = .248. M Heterogeneous = 5.91, M Homogeneous = 5.60). Two-way 
ANOVA analysis with level of salience, living area, and their interaction as IVs revealed 
no significant interaction effect as well (Attitude: F (7, 137) = .54, p = .658; PI: F (7, 137) 
= .27, p = .845; WOM: F (7, 137) = .48, p = .698), indicating that consumers living in 
two areas have similar reaction patterns. Thus, H10 was not supported among both types 
of consumers.  
The results of regression analyses with COS, CE, NI, China country image, and 
their two-way interactions, as IVs (all standardized) indicated that, among the three 
ethnical cultural factor conditions (i.e., chopsticks, Chinese menus, and both), COS is 
positively related to attitude (β = .20, t = 2.49, p = .014), PI (β = .45, t = 2.94, p = .004), 
and WOM (β = .36, t = 2.38, p = .019), and CE is negatively related to PI (β = -.37, t = -
2.32, p = .022), indicating that the higher COS levels, the more positive reactions toward 
the three cultural factor conditions, and the higher CE, the less positive PI toward the 
three cultural factor conditions. We also found that China image has a marginally 
significant positive effect on attitude (β = .15, t = 1.73, p = .086), indicating that the more 
positive country image mainstream consumers have about China, the more positive 
attitude they show toward the three ethnic cultural factor conditions. No significant 
regression models were generated for the no ethnical cultural factor condition, indicating 
that none of the IVs (i.e., COS, CE, NI, China country image, and their interactions) has 
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effect on any of the three DVs when no ethnic cultural factors are involved. See tables 29 
– 31 in Appendix for detailed forward addition regression results.  
Discussion  
In Study 4, we examined whether mainstream consumers have different reactions 
toward services containing subtle or salience of ethnical cultural factors (i.e., service with 
no ethnic cultural factor, service with subtle cultural factor, service with salient cultural 
factor, and service with more salient cultural factor) and found that consumers react 
toward them indifferently. This finding indicates that there may not be a threshold of 
level of salience of ethnic cultural factor that leads to mainstream consumers’ different 
reactions. Further, consumers living in both areas show the same reaction pattern.  
COS, and CE in rare cases, has predictive power in mainstream consumers’ 
reactions toward services targeting ethnic consumers in the restaurant industry, which is 
consistent with our findings in above studies that were conducted in the banking industry. 
Therefore, it seems that COS’s predictive power in mainstream consumers’ reactions is 
not service-type-bounded, i.e., its predictive power may exist among various types of 
services and in different countries. Finally, similar as in above studies, when no ethnic 
cultural factors are involved, COS’s predictive power disappears. 
Study 5: COS: A Situational Characteristic or An Enduring Personal Orientation? 
Hypotheses 11 – 13 were tested in Study 5.  
Method  
Two separate between-subject experiments, including a main experiment and an 
additional experiment, were conducted to explore the nature of COS from different 
perspectives.  
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Main experiment. Our hypotheses were tested using a 2 (Exposing to COS-related 
cues: present vs. not present) x 2 (living areas: ethnically heterogeneous vs. ethnically 
homogeneous) x 2 (ethnic services provided: English only vs. English plus Portuguese) 
between subject experiment design. The same as in studies 1 - 3, the ethnic-targeting 
services were manipulated in the hypothetical BMT Bank branch setting. English plus 
Portuguese service was employed as the ethnic-targeting service in this study because in 
Study 2 it was found that COS is positively related to all the three DVs toward English 
plus Portuguese service among both types of consumers. The same as in the above 
studies, English only service was examined for comparison purpose. Participants 
included 125 students from the same university as in above studies  (representing 
consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas) and 164 residents in the 12 Midwest states 
(excluding cities with the largest racial group consisting of less than 80% of the total 
population), who are members of the same online panel as in previous studies 
(representing consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas). See Table 1 in Appendix for 
detailed demographic information of respondents in our ethnically homogeneous areas 
sample. The same prescreening questions as in previous studies were added at the 
beginning of the questionnaire to ensure that all the participants meet the mainstream 
consumer criteria. For the ethnically homogeneous area sample, one additional screening 
question was added to ensure that the participants are currently living in one of the 12 
Midwest states (excluding cities with the largest racial group consisting of less than 80% 
of the total population). 
Before completing the questionnaire same as in above studies, participants were 
asked to perform a word completion task (participants were informed that the purpose of 
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this task was to test their levels of English literacy), which included 30 words or phrases. 
In the exposing to COS-related cues condition, 10 of the 30 words or phrases were related 
to COS, such as “open-minded,” “worldmindedness,” and “global citizenship,” which 
were randomly distributed among the 30 words or phrases. In the exposing to COS-
unrelated cues condition, no word or phrase was related to COS.  
Additional experiment. In addition to the above main experiment design, one 
additional experiment, which was composed of a pre-study and a post-study, was 
conducted to test the nature of COS from a different perspective. Thirty-nine students 
from the same university as above who met the mainstream consumer criteria participated 
a pre-survey to measure their COS level using the 7-item scale adapted from Cleveland 
and Laroche (2007). In addition, three more items were added as fillers to disguise the 
real purpose of this pre-study. After four to six days, the same respondents, as part of a 
larger sample, participated the above main experiment (i.e., with COS priming), in which 
their COS levels were measured again, plus their reactions toward the ethnic-targeting 
services.  
Results  
Main experiment. A series of ANOVA were performed to test H11. ANOVA 
analysis using whether being exposed to COS-cues, living area, and their interaction, as 
IVs, and COS level as DV revealed that, first, whether being exposed to COS cues has no 
effect (F (3, 285) = 1.14, p = .288. M COS-related cues = 7.44, M COS-unrelated cues = 7.27), 
indicating that consumers exposed to COS-related cues and consumers exposed to non-
COS-related cues show similar levels of COS; second, living area has significant effect 
(F (3, 285) = 33.17, p < .001. M hetero = 7.90, M homo = 6.95), indicating that consumers in 
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ethnically heterogeneous areas possess higher levels of COS than consumers in ethnically 
homogeneous areas; and third, whether being exposed to COS cues x living area 
interaction has no effect (F (3, 285) = .92, p = .339), indicating that whether being 
exposed to COS cues has no effect among consumers both high and low on COS. 
A three-way ANOVA analysis using whether being exposed to COS-related cues, 
consumers’ living area, service type, and their two-way and three-way interactions as IVs, 
and attitude as DV revealed that, first, consumers being exposed to COS-related cues and 
to non-COS-related cues show similar attitudes (F (7, 281) = 1.31, p = .253. M COS-related 
cues = 3.90, M COS-unrelated cues = 4.03); second, living area has no effect, indicating that 
consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas and in ethnically homogeneous areas 
react similarly toward ethnic-targeting services (F (7, 281) = .58, p = .446. M heterogeneous = 
3.91, M homogeneous = 4.01); third, service type has no effect, indicating that consumers 
show similar attitudes toward the English only service and the English plus Portuguese 
services (F (7, 281) = .72, p = .397. M English plus Portuguese = 3.99, M English only = 3.94); 
fourth, whether being exposed to COS-related cues x living area interaction has no effect 
(F (7, 281)  = .22, p = .643); fifth, the whether being exposed to COS-related cues x 
service type interaction has no effect (F (7, 281) = .23, p = .629); and sixth, living area x 
service type interaction has significant effect (F (7, 281) = 10.05, p = .002). Planned 
contrasts showed that consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas have more 
positive attitudes toward the English plus Portuguese service over the English only 
service (F (3, 121) = 5.73, p = .018. M English plus Portuguese = 4.15, M English only = 3.68), 
whereas consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas have marginally significantly 
more positive attitudes toward the English only service than toward English plus 
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Portuguese service (F (3, 160) = 3.05, p = .082. M English plus Portuguese = 3.87, M English only = 
4.13); finally, the three-way whether being exposed to COS-related cues x service type x 
living area interaction has significant effect (F (7, 281) = 8.11, p = .005). Planned 
contrasts showed that whether being exposed to COS-related cues x service type 
interaction has no effect on attitude among consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous 
areas (F (3, 121) = 2.53, p = .114), but has significant effect on attitude among consumers 
living in ethnically homogeneous areas (F (3, 160) = 6.29, p = .013). Further planned 
contrasts showed that among consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas, whether 
being exposed to COS has no effect on attitude toward the English only service (F (1, 82) 
= .93, p = .339. M COS-related cues = 4.23, M COS-unrelated cues = 4.03); however, whether being 
exposed to COS has a backfire effect on attitude toward the English plus Portuguese 
service; that is, consumers being exposed to COS-related cues react less positively than 
consumers being exposed to COS-unrelated cues (F (1, 78) = 6.28, p = .014. M COS-related 
cues = 3.58, M COS-unrelated cues = 4.15). 
A similar three-way ANOVA analysis using the same IVs as above, but PI as DV 
revealed that, first, consumers being exposed to COS-related cues and to non-COS-
related cues show similar PI (F (7, 281) = .02, p = .898. M COS-related cues = 6.72, M COS-
unrelated cues = 6.73); second, consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas show more 
positive PI than consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas (F (7, 281) = 5.43, p = .020. 
M heterogeneous = 6.98, M homogeneous = 6.52); third, service type has no effect, indicating that 
consumers show similar PI toward the English only service and the English plus 
Portuguese services (F (7, 281) = .13, p = .720. M English plus Portuguese = 6.73, M English only = 
6.72); fourth, the whether being exposed to COS-related cues x living area interaction has 
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no effect (F (7, 281)  = .23, p = .635); fifth, the whether being exposed to COS-related 
cues x service type interaction has no effect (F (7, 281)  = .64, p = .425); sixth, living 
area x service type interaction has significant effect (F (7, 281)  = 9.04, p = .003). 
Planned contrast showed that consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas have 
marginally significantly more positive PI toward the English plus Portuguese service over 
the English only service (F (3, 121) = 3.66, p = .058. M English plus Portuguese = 7.33, M English 
only = 6.64), whereas consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas have more 
positive PI toward the English only service than toward English plus Portuguese service 
(F (3, 160) = 4.67, p = .032. M English plus Portuguese = 6.26, M English only = 6.78). Further, the 
whether being exposed to COS-related cues x service type interaction has no effect on PI 
among both consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas (F (3, 121) = 1.70, p 
= .195) and consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas (F (3, 160) = .19, p 
= .667); finally, the three-way whether being exposed to COS-related cues x service type 
x living area interaction has no effect (F (7, 281) = 1.76, p = .185). 
A similar three-way ANOVA analysis using the same IVs as above, but WOM as 
DV revealed that, first, consumers being exposed to COS-related cues and to non-COS-
related cues show similar WOM (F (7, 281) = .00, p = .976. M COS-related cues = 6.21, M COS-
unrelated cues = 6.20); second, living area has no effect, indicating that consumers living in 
ethnically heterogeneous areas and in ethnically homogeneous areas react similarly 
toward ethnic-targeting services (F (7, 281) = .64, p = .425. M heterogeneous = 6.30, M 
homogeneous = 6.13); third, service type has no effect, indicating that consumers show 
similar WOM toward the English only service and the English plus Portuguese services 
(F (7, 281) = .15, p = .699. M English plus Portuguese = 6.22, M English only = 6.19); fourth, the 
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whether being exposed to COS-related cues x living area interaction has no effect (F (7, 
281) = .04, p = .841); fifth, the whether being exposed to COS-related cues x service type 
interaction has no effect (F (7, 281)  = .30, p = .585); sixth, living area x service type 
interaction has significant effect (F (7, 281)  = 5.65, p = .018). Planned contrast showed 
that consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas have marginally significantly 
more positive WOM toward the English plus Portuguese service over the English only 
service (F (3, 121) = 3.54, p = .062. M English plus Portuguese = 6.60, M English only = 6.00), 
whereas consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas have similar WOM attitudes 
toward the two services (F (3, 160) = 2.51, p = .115. M English plus Portuguese = 5.92, M English 
only = 6.34). Further, the whether being exposed to COS-related cues x service type 
interaction has no effect on WOM among both consumers living in ethnically 
heterogeneous areas (F (3, 121) = 1.90, p = .170) and consumers living in ethnically 
homogeneous areas (F (3, 160) = .78, p = .380); finally, the three-way whether being 
exposed to COS-related cues x service type x living area interaction has no effect (F (7, 
281) = 2.73, p = .100). In summary, except for one backfire effect we found among 
consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas, overall whether being exposed to COS-
related cues and to COS-unrelated cues has no effect on COS levels, and on attitudes, PI, 
and WOM toward the ethnic services.  
Additional experiment. The analyses of the additional experiment revealed similar 
results as the mainstream experiment, i.e., whether being exposed to COS-related cues or 
to COS-related cues has no effect on COS levels, attitude, PI, and WOM (COS: F (1, 37) 
= .82, p = .370. M COS-related cues = 8.20, M COS-unrelated cues = 7.82; Attitude: F (1, 37) = 1.70, 
p = .201. M COS-related cues = 4.26, M COS-unrelated cues = 3.86; PI: F (1, 37) = 1.74, p = .196. M 
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COS-related cues = 7.58, M COS-unrelated cues = 6.83; WOM: F (1, 37) = 1.99, p = .167. M COS-
related cues = 7.04, M COS-unrelated cues = 6.17). Further, the COS levels of consumers being 
exposed to COS-related cues do not change significantly before and after the COS-
exposing (M pre-exposing – M post-exposing = -.10, t 17 = -.72, p = .483. M pre-exposing = 8.10, M 
post-exposing = 8.20).  
The results of both the main experiment and the additional experiment indicated 
that overall mainstream consumers being exposed to COS-related cues and to COS-
unrelated cues react similarly toward the ethnic-targeting services, thus H11a was overall 
supported, whereas H11b was not supported. Since H11a was supported, we do not need 
to further examine H12 and H13 (except for COS’s possible mediating role in the 
relationship between COS-exposing and attitude toward English plus Portuguese service 
among consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas, but mediation analysis showed that 
COS does not mediate this relationship. Also, there is no significant difference in COS 
levels between consumers being exposed to COS-related cues and being exposed to COS-
unrelated cues (F (1, 77) = .40, p = .530. M cos-related cues = 7.18, M cos-unrelated cues = 6.96). 
Discussion 
Researchers examining individual differences have differentiated trait-like 
constructs and state-like constructs (Chen et al. 2000). Trait-like individual differences 
(e.g., personality characteristics) are stable over time and are not specific to a certain 
situation (Ackerman and Humphreys 1990), whereas state-like individual differences 
(e.g., anxiety) are specific to certain situations and are more malleable over time 
(Bandura 1997; Gist and Mitchell 1992). In this study we used two experiments (i.e., the 
main experiment and the additional experiment) to explore the nature of COS and 
 
 
85 
 
obtained contradictory findings. That is, while almost all the results indicated that COS is 
likely to be a stable personal orientation rather than a situational characteristic, one result 
did indicate the contrary. We summarize our findings below.  
In the main experiment, mainstream consumers exposed to COS-related cues and 
to COS-unrelated cues show similar levels of COS, and this effect exists among 
consumers both high and low on COS, indicating that exposing consumers to COS-
related cues has no effect among consumers both high and low on COS. Similarly, 
mainstream consumers exposed to COS-related cues and to COS-unrelated cues also 
show similar levels of attitude, PI, and WOM, toward the ethnic-targeting services, and 
this relationship is not moderated by consumers’ living areas, indicating that consumers 
living in both the ethnically heterogeneous areas and in ethnically homogeneous areas 
react similarly (except for the backfire effect mentioned above). The results from the 
additional experiment are the same; that is, consumers exposed to COS-related cues and 
to COS-unrelated cues show similar levels of COS, attitudes, PI, and WOM. Further, the 
results from the additional experiment also show that the COS levels measured before 
and after being exposed to COS-related cues are not significantly different, indicating 
that exposing customers to COS-related cues may not be effective in changing consumers’ 
COS levels.  
A backfire effect was found in this study. That is, among consumers living in 
ethnically homogeneous areas, those being exposed to COS-related cues show less 
positive attitudes (but not PI and WOM) toward the English plus Portuguese service (but 
not the English only service) than those being exposed to COS-unrelated cues. Whereas 
this finding is contrary to other findings, it is consistent with some recent research 
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findings related to priming effects; that is, priming may not necessarily have assimilation 
effects; rather, it could have contrast effects as well (e.g., Aggarwal and McGill 2012). 
For example, Laran, Dalton, and Andrade (2011) find that brand priming leads to 
assimilation effects, but a slogan priming leads to contrast effects, which might be due to 
consumers’ non-conscious efforts to correct for persuasive influence of slogan priming 
but not for persuasive influence of brand priming. Similarly, Cesario, Plaks, and Higgins 
(2006) suggest that individuals’ behavior is often driven by a desire to interact effectively. 
That is, when a particular social construct is made salient (e.g., elderly), people are 
motivated to prepare for an interaction with a member of the primed social category. As a 
result, the subsequent behavioral response is a function of two factors: first, the 
characteristics of the primed category (e.g., walking slowly for the elderly) and second, 
one’s affective evaluation of the target (e.g., do I like this person?). This goal-based 
automatic behavioral response will raise either assimilation or contrast priming effects. 
For example, people who have a positive attitude toward the elderly will walk slowly 
once primed with the “elderly” construct, whereas people who have a negative attitude 
toward the elderly will walk faster once primed with the “elderly” construct because it 
would facilitate getting away from the disliked group (Aggarwal and McGill 2012). In 
our case, since consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas overall possess lower 
levels of COS (i.e., they have more negative attitudes toward cosmopolitanism than 
consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas), contrast effects might be generated 
once they are primed with the “COS” construct (i.e., being exposed to COS-related cues), 
which, in turn, leads to less positive attitudes toward the English plus Portuguese service 
than consumers being exposed to COS-unrelated cues.  
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In practical terms, our results indicate that it might not be an effective marketing 
strategy for managers to expose their customers to COS-related marketing messages in 
the hope of improving their positive reactions toward the ethnic-targeting services 
launched by the firm. In some cases, it might be counterproductive due to the possible 
contrast priming effects that might be generated among some consumers.  
Study 6: The Reaction Differences between Mainstream and Ethnic Consumers 
Hypotheses 14 – 16 were tested in Study 6.  
Method 
Participants and procedures. Experiment materials and procedure were similar 
with Study 1A and B, i.e., we examined consumers’ reactions toward English plus 
Chinese service, English only service, and English plus Spanish service provided by the 
hypothetical BMT bank. We used the U.S. sample in Study 1B as the mainstream 
consumer sample in this study, i.e., 140 college students (53.6% women) from the same 
large private university in a metropolitan East coast city. Thus no new mainstream 
consumer sample was collected in this study. To be equivalent, the ethnic consumer 
sample (n = 140) was drawn among the students in the same university. Specifically, 
there were two types of participants in the ethnic consumer sample: first, domestic 
students whose parents were originally from a Chinese-speaking country (e.g., China, 
Taiwan, and Hong Kong); second, international students who themselves were from a 
Chinese-speaking country. For ethnic consumers, English plus Chinese was the service 
targeting their own ethnic group, and English plus Spanish was the service targeting other 
ethnic groups. We used the same questionnaire (and thus the same measures) as in above 
studies among both mainstream and ethnic consumer participants.  
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Measures. Ethnic Chinese consumers’ ethnic identity (EI) was measured with the 
6-item Multi-group Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM-R) (Phinney and Ong 2007). These 
items included statements such as “I have a strong sense of belonging to my own ethnic 
group.” and “I understand pretty well what my ethnic group membership means to me.” 
See Appendices for the detailed items of EI. All the variables (i.e., EI, COS, CE, NI, 
Attitude, PI, and WOM) were the same as in above studies and revealed satisfactory 
alpha values. COS, CE, and NI revealed satisfactory convergent and discriminant validity 
values as well. See tables 2 and 3 in Appendix respectively for the detailed reliability and 
validity values.   
Results 
ANOVA analyses were performed to test H14 and H15. ANOVA analyses using 
the three language combinations as IVs and attitude, PI, and WOM, respectively, as DV 
revealed that ethnic consumers with Chinese origin react toward the three types of 
services differently (Attitude: F (2, 137) = 10.76, p < .001; M English plus Chinese = 3.88, M 
English only = 3.17, M English plus Spanish = 3.32. PI: F (2, 137) = 5.00, p = .008; M English plus 
Chinese = 5.99, M English only = 4.85, M English plus Spanish = 5.56. WOM: F (2, 137) = 8.61, p 
< .001; M English plus Chinese = 6.03, M English only = 4.61, M English plus Spanish = 5.10). Pairwise 
analyses revealed that Chinese ethnic consumers show more positive attitude and WOM 
toward English plus Chinese service than toward the rest two services, and show more 
positive PI toward English plus Chinese service and English plus Spanish service than 
toward the English only service (see Table 32 in Appendix), thus H14 (a) and (b) were 
supported, and H14 (c) was generally supported.   
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ANOVA analyses using consumer type (i.e., ethnic or mainstream) as IVs and 
attitude, PI, and WOM, respectively, as DV revealed different results for each type of 
service. For English plus Chinese service, the service that intends to target ethnic Chinese 
consumers, ethnic Chinese consumers show similar attitudes and PI as, but more positive 
WOM than, mainstream consumers (Attitude: F (1, 108) = .80, p = .373; M Ethnic Chinese 
Consumers = 3.88, M Mainstream Consumers = 3.74; PI: F (1, 108) = .09, p = .769; M Ethnic Chinese 
Consumers = 5.99, M Mainstream Consumers = 6.08; WOM: F (1, 108) = 8.93, p = .003; M Ethnic 
Chinese Consumers = 6.03, M Mainstream Consumers = 5.15), thus H15 (a) was generally not 
supported. For English only service, mainstream consumers react more positively than 
ethnic Chinese consumers (Attitude: F (1, 79) = 12.10, p = .001; M Ethnic Chinese Consumers = 
3.17, M Mainstream Consumers = 3.89; PI: F (1, 79) = 18.60, p < .001; M Ethnic Chinese Consumers = 
4.85, M Mainstream Consumers = 6.38; WOM: F (1, 79) = 4.74, p = .032; M Ethnic Chinese Consumers = 
4.62, M Mainstream Consumers = 5.53), thus H15 (b) was supported. For English plus Spanish 
service, mainstream consumers react more positively than ethnic Chinese consumers as 
well (Attitude: F (1, 87) = 22.44, p < .001; M Ethnic Chinese Consumers = 3.32, M Mainstream 
Consumers = 4.11; PI: F (1, 87) = 7.75, p = .007; M Ethnic Chinese Consumers = 5.56, M Mainstream 
Consumers = 6.65; WOM: F (1, 87) = 6.53, p = .012; M Ethnic Chinese Consumers = 5.10, M 
Mainstream Consumers = 6.06). Thus, H15 (c) was not supported.  
Forward addition regression analyses with similar procedure as in above studies 
were performed to test H16. The results indicated that none of EI, COS, and NI has a 
main effect on any of the three DVs. However, a significant EI x NI interaction effect on 
PI was found (β = .44, t = 2.76, p = .008). To further examine the EI variation within high 
or low NI situations, a spotlight analysis was performed first at one standard deviation 
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below the mean of NI. The results showed that for consumers low on NI, EI has a 
marginally negative significant effect on PI; that is, the higher EI, the lower PI they have 
toward the English plus Chinese service (β = -.43, t = -1.85, p = .066). A similar spotlight 
analysis at one standard deviation above the mean of NI showed that for consumers high 
on NI, EI has a marginally significant positive effect on PI; that is, the higher EI, the 
higher PI they have toward the English plus Chinese service (β = .45, t = 1.95, p = .054). 
This pattern of interaction indicates that the effects of EI on PI are opposite among 
consumers high and low on NI (see Fig. 9 in Appendix). Therefore, overall H16 was not 
supported. See tables 33 - 35 in Appendix for detailed regression results.  
Though not hypothesized, we performed mediation analyses with similar 
procedures as above to test whether COS, CE, and NI, mediate the relationship the 
relationship between type of consumer (i.e., either ethnic Chinese or mainstream) and 
reactions toward each type of service. The results indicated that for each type of service, 
none of COS, CE, and NI has mediating effect on any DV. 
Though not hypothesized, we also compared the EI and NI levels between ethnic 
Chinese consumers who were born in the U.S. (i.e., “locally born”) and who were not 
(i.e., “foreign born”), and their reactions toward the English plus Chinese service as well. 
It was found that whereas the locally born ethnic Chinese consumers possess significantly 
higher level of NI (i.e., mainstream identity for them) (F (1, 138) = 41.09, p < .001. M 
locally born = 7.12, M foreign born = 3.91) than foreign born ethnic Chinese consumers, the EI 
levels for the two groups are similar (F (1, 138) = .73, p = .394. M locally born = 6.78, M 
foreign born = 6.39). Further, these two groups also showed similar attitude (F (1, 57) = 2.02, 
p = .161. M locally born = 4.18, M foreign born = 3.81), PI (F (1, 57) = .46, p = .501. M locally born 
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= 6.23, M foreign born = 5.94), and WOM (F (1, 57) = 1.14, p = .291. M locally born = 6.42, M 
foreign born = 5.94) toward the English plus Chinese service, which was designed to target 
the ethnic Chinese consumers.  
Discussion 
In Study 6 we compared the reactions of mainstream consumers and ethnic 
consumers toward services targeting ethnic consumers. We selected ethnic Chinese 
consumers as the ethnic group in this study. As mentioned above, Chinese is the second 
most widely spoken ethnic language in the U.S., following Spanish (Wikipedia 2013b). 
We first examined the ethnic Chinese consumers’ reactions toward English plus Chinese 
service (i.e., service targeting their own ethnic group), English plus Spanish service (i.e., 
service targeting other ethnic group), and English only service (i.e., non-ethnic-targeting 
service). We found that Chinese ethnic consumers show a more positive attitude and 
WOM toward the English plus Chinese service than toward the rest two types of services. 
Consistent with previous related findings, and also consistent with what the social 
identity theory predicts, ethnic Chinese consumers are more likely to think the English 
plus Chinese service, which is symbolic in nature (i.e., this is a service that consumers 
can use to communicate their self-identity with others) (Escalas and Bettman 2005), as an 
“in-group” service and thus develop a self-“brand” identification with it, compared with 
the rest two types of services.  
Meanwhile, we found that ethnic Chinese consumers show more positive PI 
toward English plus Spanish service than toward the English only service. Though not 
examined and confirmed in this study, this finding might be due to that, when viewing 
the English plus Spanish service, ethnic Chinese consumers may tend to think that the 
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bank cares about ethnic consumers. As ethnic consumers themselves, ethnic Chinese 
consumers are more likely to generate positive reactions toward this ethnic-targeting 
service, compared with the English only service. In contrast, when viewing the English 
only service, ethnic Chinese consumers may tend to think the business neglects ethnic 
consumers, and thus generate a less positive reaction toward it.  
We also compared mainstream and ethnic Chinese consumers’ reactions toward 
the three types of services and found that, largely inconsistent with our hypothesis, ethnic 
Chinese consumers show similar attitude and PI toward the English plus Chinese service 
as, but more positive WOM than, mainstream consumers. While the more positive WOM 
can be explained by the social identity theory, the finding that the two types of consumers 
show similar attitude and PI toward the English plus Chinese service cannot be directly 
explained by it. This finding might be due to that, raised up in a highly ethnically diverse 
country, mainstream consumers may tend to think ethnic-targeting services as an “in-
group” service and thus tend to react positively toward it. This explanation also well 
applies to another finding in this study, that is, ethnic Chinese consumers show less 
positive attitude, PI, and WOM, toward the English plus Spanish service than mainstream 
consumers.  
Consistent with our hypothesis, ethnic Chinese consumers show a less positive 
attitude, PI, and WOM toward the English only service than mainstream consumers. As 
predicted by the social identity theory, compared with ethnic Chinese consumers, 
mainstream consumers are more likely to categorize the English only service as an “in-
group” service, and thus generate more positive reactions toward it.  
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Finally, inconsistent with our hypothesis, we found that ethnic Chinese consumers’ 
level of ethnic identity is not positively related to their reactions toward the English plus 
Chinese service, which is designed to target their own ethnic group. We identify four 
possible explanations for this finding: 
The first possible explanation is that, as mentioned above, participants in our 
ethnic Chinese consumer sample were all college students from the private East coast 
university, who were fluent in English; thus adding the Chinese language might not add 
too much value to them because they had no difficulties in reading the English 
instructions. In other words, English only service and English plus Chinese might not 
have substantially different meanings to them. If the study were conducted among the 
ethnic Chinese consumers residing in Chinatown areas in the metropolitan cities in the 
U.S., many of whom do not possess English proficiency, the results could have been 
different. However, this explanation is not likely to be true because, as our results show, 
the Ethnic Chinese participants in this study actually prefer the English plus Chinese 
service over the other two types of services.  
The second possible explanation is that, in our experiment design in this study 
(and in above studies as well), we used the Simplified Version of Chinese characters 
(instead of the Traditional Version of Chinese characters) in the English plus Chinese 
bank ATM machine interface manipulation. The Simplified Version of Chinese is mainly 
used in Mainland China and Singapore, while the Traditional Version of Chinese is used 
in Hong Kong, and Taiwan, where it is also called the “Standard Version.” Considering 
the frequently reported disputes on which version can better represent the Chinese culture 
between people who speak Chinese in different countries and regions, and the political 
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tensions between Mainland China and Taiwan, those ethnic Chinese participants in our 
study who are more comfortable with the Traditional Version may have less positive, or 
even negative, reactions toward our English plus Chinese manipulation. However, this 
explanation is not likely to be true as well for the same reason as above, i.e., ethnic 
Chinese participants did show more positive reactions toward this language combination 
than toward the other two types.  
The third possible explanation is that, previous research on ethnic consumers has 
contradictory findings on the relationship between ethnic consumers’ ethnic identity and 
their reactions toward products or services related to their ethnic groups. While some 
studies confirmed this relationship (e.g., Chattaraman and Lennon 2008; Green 1999), 
others did not (e.g., Mady 2011). Our finding is consistent with the latter.  
The last possible explanation is that there might be moderators in the relationship 
between ethnic identity and ethnic consumers’ reactions. Most of the previous studies 
confirming the relationship between ethnic identity and reactions were conducted under 
specific circumstances (i.e., specific types of products or services). Therefore, it is 
possible that this relationship may vary from situation to situation. Put differently, 
situation might be a moderator in this relationship. Further, in this study, we found an 
ethnic identity x NI (or mainstream identity for ethnic consumers) interaction effect on PI, 
i.e., the positive relationship between ethnic identity and PI exists only among ethnic 
consumers high on mainstream identity; for consumers low on mainstream identity, the 
effect of ethnic identity on PI is actually opposite, i.e., the higher ethnic identity, the 
lower PI toward the English plus Chinese service. Therefore, ethnic consumers’ 
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mainstream identity seems to be another possible moderator in the relationship between 
ethnic identity and ethnic consumers’ reactions.  
Finally, we found that though the locally born ethnic Chinese consumers possess 
higher level of NI (i.e., mainstream identity for them) than foreign born ethnic Chinese 
consumers, the two groups possess same levels of EI and showed similar reactions 
toward the English plus Chinese service. This finding is consistent with the bi-
dimensional model of acculturation (Phinney 1990; Singh 1977), which posits that an 
ethnic individual’s relationship with his own ethnic culture and his relationship with the 
dominant culture can be independent each other. Put differently, the ethnic individual’s 
ethnic identity and mainstream identity can be both strong or both weak at the same time. 
In other words, one strong ethnic identity does not imply a weak mainstream identity. 
Study 6 produced three implications: first, we confirmed that ethnic consumers’ 
reactions toward ethnic-targeting services can be predicted by the Social Identity Theory, 
i.e., ethnic consumers react more positively toward services targeting their own ethnic 
group, and less positively toward services not targeting their own ethic groups (i.e., non-
ethnic-targeting services and services targeting other ethnic groups); second, we found 
that mainstream consumers react more positively toward all the three types of services 
than, or at least as positively as, ethnic consumers, indicating that living in a highly 
ethnically diverse country, mainstream consumers are more likely to categorize as ethnic-
targeting services as “in-group” services; finally, we found that ethnic identity alone does 
not affect ethnic consumers’ reactions toward services targeting their own ethnic groups. 
As discussed above, moderators may exist in this relationship, indicating that this 
relationship might be more complex than expected.    
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Study 7: Reaction Differences When Mainstream Consumers Are Negatively 
Affected by Ethnic-Targeting Services and When They Are Not 
Hypotheses 17 – 18 were tested in Study 7. 
Method 
Participants were from two sources: seventy-one students from the same 
university as in above studies (representing consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous 
areas) and seventy-two residents in the 12 Midwest states (excluding cities with the 
largest racial group consisting of less than 80% of the total population), who are members 
of the same online panel as in previous studies (representing consumers in ethnically 
homogeneous areas). See Table 1 in Appendix for demographic information of 
respondents in our ethnically homogeneous areas sample. For all the participants, the two 
screening questions same as in above studies were asked to ensure that participants met 
our mainstream consumer criteria. For the online panel members, one additional 
screening question was asked to ensure that they were currently living in an ethnically 
homogeneous area as defined above.  
 Study 7’s experiment was also conducted in the hypothetical BMT bank setting, 
but with different manipulations. Participants were first informed of the background 
information about the BMT bank; that is, they were asked to imagine that they had been 
customers of the BMT Bank for years, and the bank tellers at their local BMT branch 
were well trained, since every time the tellers had helped the customers with their various 
banking businesses accurately and promptly. As a result, overall, they were satisfied with 
the services BMT Bank provided. This background information was used to manipulate 
the same level of service quality expectations among all the participants (i.e., participants 
in both being negatively affected and not being negatively affected conditions. See below 
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for detail). Participants were then asked to imagine a recent bank branch visit experience, 
in which they were received by a bank teller who has Latin American physical feature. 
On his badge it read “My name is Pedro. I speak English and Spanish.” To manipulate 
the condition of being negatively affected, participants were informed that they had 
difficulties in understanding Petro due to his strong accent and thus they had to ask the 
teller to repeat for a few times before they could understand him. As a result, it took them 
a longer time than usual to complete their businesses. To manipulate the condition of not 
being negatively affected, participants were informed that Petro spoke clear and fluent 
English and processed their banking business smoothly. Participants were then asked to 
complete a questionnaire same as in above studies. Finally, a manipulation check 
assessed whether consumers thought they were negatively affected, measured with two 
items: “I was negatively affected by this bilingual bank teller.” and “The bank teller who 
received me had a strong accent” (1 = “strongly disagree” and 9 = “Strongly agree”). An 
average score across the two items was calculated to provide an overall rating of level of 
agreement.  
Results 
Manipulation checks. Our manipulation checks were successful. An ANOVA 
analysis using the average score of respondents’ level of agreement with the two 
manipulation check statements as DV, and whether being negatively affected as IV 
revealed a significant main effect (F (1, 141) = 202.10, p < .001. M Negatively Affected = 6.04, 
M Not Negatively Affected = 2.44).  
A series of ANOVA analyses were performed to test H17. A two-way ANOVA 
with consumers’ living area, whether being negatively affected, and the interaction 
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between the two variables, as IVs and attitude as DV revealed that, first, consumers 
living in ethnically heterogeneous areas surprisingly show less positive attitudes than 
consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas (F (3, 139) = 49.76, p < .001. M hetero 
= 3.51, M homo = 4.37); second, consumers react more positively when they are not being 
negatively affected than when they are being negatively affected (F (3, 139) = 65.71, p 
< .001. M Negatively Affected = 3.45, M Not Negatively Affected = 4.42); third, living area x whether 
being negatively affected interaction has no effect (F (3, 139) = 1.06, p = .304).  
A similar two-way ANOVA with consumers’ living area, whether being 
negatively affected, and their interaction, as IVs and PI as DV revealed that, first, 
consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas and in ethnically homogeneous areas 
show similar PI (F (3, 139) = 2.43, p = .121. M hetero = 7.35, M homo = 6.96); second, 
consumers react more positively when they are not being negatively affected than when 
they are being negatively affected (F (3, 139) = 19.21, p < .001. M Negatively Affected = 6.54, 
M Not Negatively Affected = 7.74); third, living area x whether being negatively affected 
interaction has no effect (F (3, 139) = .55, p = .459).  
A similar two-way ANOVA with consumers’ living area, whether being 
negatively affected, and their interaction, as IVs and WOM as DV revealed that, first, 
consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas and in ethnically homogeneous areas 
show similar WOM (F (3, 139) = 2.45, p = .120. M hetero = 6.92, M homo = 6.54); second, 
consumers react more positively when they are not being negatively affected than when 
they are being negatively affected (F (3, 139) = 36.15, p < .001. M Negatively Affected = 5.90, 
M Not Negatively Affected = 7.52); third, living area x whether being negatively affected 
interaction has a marginally significant effect (F (3, 139) = 3.09, p = .081). Planned 
 
 
99 
 
contrasts revealed that consumers living in both areas show higher WOM when they are 
not being negatively affected than when they are being negatively affected (ethnically 
heterogeneous areas: F (1, 69) = 26.76, p < .001. M Negatively Affected = 5.88, M Not Negatively 
Affected = 8.07; ethnically homogeneous areas: F (1, 70) = 10.35, p = .002. M Negatively Affected 
= 5.93, M Not Negatively Affected = 7.09). Combined together, the above results regarding the 
effects of whether being negatively affected or not on attitude, PI, and WOM, are 
consistently in supportive of H17.  
Forward addition regressions using COS, CE, NI, Mexico country image, living 
area, and the two-way and three-way interactions between COS, CE, and NI, as IVs, and 
using attitude, PI, and WOM, respectively, as DV, were performed in the negatively 
affected condition to test H18. It was found that among all the IVs, only COS has positive 
effects on attitude (β = .59, t = 5.67, p < .001), PI (β = .61, t = 2.48, p = .016), and WOM 
(β = .91, t = 3.80, p < .001). Thus, H18 was supported. See tables 36 – 38 in Appendix 
for detailed regression results.  
Though not hypothesized, regressions with similar procedures as above were 
performed in the not negatively affected condition as well. First, for attitude, it was found 
that only living area (β = .84, t = 9.99, p < .001) has a positive effect. Further regressions 
with similar procedures showed that only Mexican country image is positively related to 
attitude among consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas (β = .17, t = 2.99, p = .006) 
and only COS is positively related to attitude among consumers in ethnically 
homogeneous areas (β = .19, t = 2.25, p = .031). In addition, the COS x CE interaction 
has a positive effect on attitude in the not negatively affected condition as well (β = .19, t 
= 3.73, p < .001). To further examine the COS variation within high or low CE situations, 
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a spotlight analysis was performed first at one standard deviation below the mean of CE. 
The results showed that for consumers with low CE, the effect of COS on attitude was 
not significant (β = -.10, t = -1.12, p = .268). A similar spotlight analysis at one standard 
deviation above the mean of CE showed that for consumers high on CE, the higher COS 
they possess, the more positive attitude they have toward the ethnic service in which they 
are not negatively affected (β = .28, t = 4.43, p < .001). This pattern of interaction 
indicated that the positive effect of COS on attitude exists only among people high on CE 
(see Fig. 10 in Appendix). Second, no significant models were generated for PI. Finally, 
only Mexican country image is positively related to WOM (β = .40, t = 2.56, p = .013). In 
addition, the COS x CE interaction has a positive effect on WOM as well (β = .44, t = 
2.45, p = .017). To further examine the COS variation within high or low CE situations, a 
spotlight analysis was performed first at one standard deviation below the mean of CE. 
The results showed that for consumers with low CE, the effect of COS on WOM was not 
significant (β = -.14, t = -.48, p = .635). A similar spotlight analysis at one standard 
deviation above the mean of CE showed that for consumers high on CE, the higher COS 
they possess, the more positive WOM they have toward the ethnic service in which they 
are not negatively affected (β = .74, t = 3.07, p = .003). This pattern of interaction 
indicates that the positive effect of COS on WOM exists only among people high on CE 
(see Fig. 11 in Appendix). See tables 36 – 38 in Appendix for detailed regression results. 
Discussion 
As predicted by the perceived service quality model and in supportive of H17, 
mainstream consumers react less positively toward ethnic-targeting services when they 
are negatively affected than when they are not. Further, this relationship is not moderated 
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by consumers’ living areas (except for the marginally significant interaction effect on 
WOM), indicating that consumers living in both ethnically heterogeneous areas and 
ethnically heterogeneous areas react in this pattern. Nowadays, consumers (especially the 
consumers in the U.S.) have become accustomed to high quality services and as a result 
they usually have high expectations before the service encounter. When they are 
negatively affected (e.g., low level of language proficiency of ethnic employees), they are 
likely to perceive the service process as of lower quality, and thus generate less positive 
reactions.  
In supportive of H18, COS has a positive effect on consumers’ reactions toward 
the ethnic-targeting services when they are negatively affected. This effect exists among 
all the consumers. It indicates that cosmopolitan consumers are more consciously open to 
cultural differences (Skrbis et al. 2004). When they are negatively affected by the ethnic-
targeting services, they might attribute it to cultural differences and thus be more likely to 
be tolerant. When experiencing cultural differences, it is inevitable for some 
cosmopolitan consumers to have negative encounters, such as inconvenience, and lower 
level of service quality. Out results indicate that consumers high on COS may be more 
understanding, considerate, and tolerant for these negative encounters when they are 
experiencing cultural differences. Put differently, these negative encounters are like the 
price cosmopolitan consumers pay when experiencing cultural differences and it looks as 
if they are willing to pay.  
Though not hypothesized, we also examined the variables that affect mainstream 
consumers’ reactions whey they are not negatively affected. COS has a positive main 
effect on attitude among consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas, but not among 
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consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas. Some types of ethnic-targeting services 
(e.g., ethnic employees hired to serve customers from their own ethnic groups) are not 
commonly available in ethnically homogeneous areas (i.e., most mainstream consumers 
in this area have not experienced them before); therefore, when experiencing these 
services, consumers high on COS are more likely to generate positive attitudes than 
consumers low on COS. Conversely, ethnic-targeting services have existed in ethnically 
heterogeneous areas for some time, and as a result, consumers in these areas, regardless 
of their COS levels, should have become accustomed to them. When they are not 
negatively affected (e.g., being served by a minority employee with fluent English), their 
service quality perceptions meet their service expectations, and as a result, consumers 
high and low on COS are likely to react indifferently. This finding also indicates that the 
less positive reactions from less cosmopolitan consumers as found in above studies may 
be due to the fact that these consumers might have been worrying about the quality of the 
ethnic-targeting services. If they are assured with the quality of the ethnic services, they 
might react as do more cosmopolitan consumers.   
The finding that consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas show more positive 
attitudes (but not PI and WOM) toward the ethnic-targeting service than consumers living 
in ethnically heterogeneous areas was surprising. One possible explanation was that 
consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas had lower service expectations than 
consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas before the service encounter, and when they 
found out that the services were of high quality, they reacted even more positively. 
However, this explanation was not likely to be true since they reacted more positively in 
both the not negatively affected condition (F (1, 71) = 62.12, p < .001. M hetero = 4.06, M 
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homo = 4.76) and the negatively affected condition (F (1, 68) = 18.48, p < .001. M hetero = 
2.99, M homo = 3.93). Further research may further explore this question.   
CHAPTER V: GENERAL DISCUSSION 
Across seven studies, we have obtained findings on how mainstream consumers 
living in different areas and in different countries react toward various ethnic-targeting 
services, and the underlying causes for their reactions. Specifically, first, we established 
that overall consumers prefer services simultaneously targeting multiple ethnic groups 
over services targeting a single ethnic group. Our results indicated that consumers 
perceive the multiple ethnic service with higher levels of efficiency and fairness than 
with services targeting single ethnic groups. Second, among services targeting various 
single ethnic groups, U.S. mainstream consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous areas 
overall react indifferently, whereas mainstream consumers living in ethnically 
homogeneous areas prefer one over another, and in most cases COS mediates the 
relationship between consumers’ living areas and their reactions. Third, mainstream 
consumers living in both ethnically heterogeneous areas and in ethnically homogeneous 
areas react indifferently toward services containing subtle and salient ethnic cultural 
factors, indicating that a threshold of salience of ethnic cultural factors that leads to 
consumers to react differently may not exist. Fourth, mainstream consumers in the U.S. 
and China show different reaction patterns toward ethnic-targeting services, which is 
mediated by their COS levels. Fifth, COS consistently positively affects mainstream 
consumers’ reactions toward almost all the ethnic services examined in this research 
(except for the English plus Chinese service). This finding indicates that that COS has 
better predicting power for mainstream consumers’ reactions than CE and NI. It also 
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indicates that American mainstream consumers’ reactions toward English plus Chinese 
service is complex, and other factors than COS, CE, and NI affect their reactions (e.g., in 
a separate research project, we found that U.S. consumers possess high levels of 
economic animosity toward China). Sixth, previous research found that message repeat 
leads to higher chance of message acceptance by consumers (Nabi 1999); however, it 
seems not be applicable in all the cases. For example, mainstream consumers living in 
ethnically homogeneous areas react less positively toward the English plus Spanish 
service than toward the English plus Portuguese service, though the former has been a 
common bilingual business practice in the U.S. for a long time. Seventh, in an effort to 
find out whether COS is an enduring personal orientation or a situational characteristic, 
we obtained contradictory results; that is, whereas almost all the results indicate that COS 
is likely to be an enduring personal orientation, one result we got among consumers in 
ethnically homogeneous areas does indicate that COS is likely to be a situational 
characteristic. Eighth, whereas ethnic Chinese consumers overall react more positively 
toward English plus Chinese service, a service designed to target their own ethnic group; 
however, their ethnic identity strength alone does not affect their reactions toward this 
service, indicating that the underlying causes for ethnic consumers’ reactions toward 
services targeting themselves are complex. Finally, mainstream consumers 
understandably react more positively toward ethnic-targeting services when they are not 
negatively affected by these services than when they are negatively affected. When they 
are negatively affected, COS still affects their reactions, indicating that cosmopolitan 
consumers are not just using COS to pay lip service; rather they may realize that they 
need to pay a price for being a cosmopolitan consumer and are willing to pay this price. 
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Interestingly, COS does not predict reactions among consumers in ethically 
heterogeneous areas when they are not negatively affected. This finding indicates that for 
consumers low on COS, the reason they may have reacted less positively could be due to 
the fact that they might have been worrying about the quality of the ethnic-targeting 
services. If they are assured about the service quality, they may react positively.  
The underlying causes for mainstream consumers’ reactions toward ethnic-
targeting services seem to be multiple and complex, including whether a service is 
categorized as an “in-group” or “out-group” service (e.g., the reactions of mainstream 
consumers living in ethnically homogeneous areas toward English only service), COS 
(e.g., the reactions of mainstream consumers toward various types of services), cultural 
similarity (e.g., the preference of English plus Spanish service over English plus Chinese 
service by mainstream consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas), and political and 
economic factors (e.g., the preference of English plus Portuguese service over English 
plus Spanish service by consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas).    
Contributions 
This research contributes to the academic literature and to marketing managers in 
several ways. First, to our best knowledge, it is the first research in examining 
mainstream consumers’ reactions toward ethnic-targeting services in a comprehensive 
way. Our findings indicate that consumers’ reactions are dynamic and complex, and in 
this sense, our research is only an initial attempt to explore this research question. Second, 
we identify that among COS, CE, and NI, COS is the best predictor for mainstream 
consumers’ reactions toward ethnic-targeting services. Third, whereas previous research 
has largely examined the effects of COS, CE, and NI, on consumers’ reactions toward 
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foreign products or services, our research identifies that it also predicts consumers’ 
reactions toward domestic services (but with foreign flavor), thus extending the boundary 
of the predictive power of these constructs. Fourth, in addition to COS, CE, and NI, other 
factors, such as cultural similarity and political or economic factors, are likely to affect 
consumers’ reactions as well, indicating that the underlying causes for consumers’ 
reactions are multiple and complex. Fifth, ethnic consumers’ ethnic identity strength 
alone does not predict their reactions toward services targeting their own ethnic groups, 
indicating that relationship between these two variables is complex. Finally, some related 
theories, such as the social identity theory and the perceived service quality model, are 
applicable in mainstream consumers’ reactions as well.  
In practical terms, our research suggests that when targeting ethnic consumers, 
managers may consider launching a service that targets multiple ethnic groups 
simultaneously, not only because it is usually more cost-effective, but also because 
mainstream consumers likely react toward it more positively. Second, managers need to 
take extra caution when launching an ethnic service across the whole country and 
internationally, because mainstream consumers in different areas and in different 
countries may have very different reactions. Third, when launching a service targeting a 
specific ethnic group, managers need to consider the images of the ethnic group and their 
home country among mainstream consumers because these factors likely affect 
consumers’ reactions. Fourth, managers may not worry about the levels of salience of 
ethnic cultural factors used in an ethnic-targeting service because mainstream consumers 
are expected to react indifferently. Fifth, when firms are launching an ethnic-targeting 
service, it might not be an effective marketing strategy to expose their mainstream 
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customers to COS-related marketing messages in the hope of improving their positive 
reactions. In some cases, it could even be counterproductive due to the contrast priming 
effects that might be generated among some mainstream consumers. Finally, when firms 
are hiring minority employees, language proficiency is an important hiring criterion 
because it has substantial impacts on the reactions of firms’ mainstream consumers, who 
are usually the majority of their customer base. 
Limitations and Future Research 
Our research has limitations. First, in this research we only examined mainstream 
consumers’ reactions toward ethnic-targeting services, but did not explore how they react 
toward products designed to target ethnic consumers (e.g., hair care products for African 
American consumers). One major difference between ethnic-targeting services and 
ethnic-targeting products is that mainstream consumers are often the users for ethnic-
targeting services (e.g., English plus Spanish service on a bank’s ATM machine) but not 
the users for ethnic-targeting products, thus their reactions could be different. Second, in 
Study 1B we compared U.S. and Chinese consumers living in ethnically heterogeneous 
areas only. However, the results could be different if we had included consumers in 
ethnically homogeneous areas in the two countries. Also, though we have sound reasons 
for the claims that the English plus Spanish service in the U.S. is comparable to the 
Chinese plus English service in China, and the claim that the English plus Chinese in the 
U.S. is comparable to the Chinese plus Korean service in China, these claims were not 
tested and verified in this research. Third, the results of studies 1 to 2 indicated that the 
underlying causes for mainstream consumers’ reactions to services targeting single ethnic 
groups are complex (e.g., COS, CE, NI, the images of ethnic groups and their home 
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countries, and cultural similarity). However, it should be pointed out that among these 
underlying causes, only the predictive power of COS, CE, and NI were examined and 
confirmed in this research. Though in Study 2 we found that cultural similarity may 
predict mainstream consumers’ reactions by comparing the results of English plus 
Portuguese service and English plus Spanish service, this finding might be due to the 
effect of country image as well (i.e., American mainstream consumers may perceive 
Portugal as having a better country image than China). Fourth, in Study 4 we found that, 
the same as mainstream consumers in ethnically heterogeneous areas, mainstream 
consumers in ethnically homogeneous areas also react similarly toward the four cultural 
salience conditions. This finding is contradictory to our finding in Study 1A that English 
only service is preferred over English plus Chinese service among consumers living in 
ethnically homogeneous areas. One possible explanation is that not like the English plus 
Chinese service provided at a bank’s ATM machine, mainstream consumers may tend to 
think that chopsticks, in addition to knife and fork, will provide them with richer options 
and thus more potential benefits to them. Fifth, in Study 5 we found evidences that 
support both the claim that COS is an enduring personal orientation and the claim that 
COS is situational characteristic, for which we could not find a reasonable explanation. 
Future research may further explore this question. Also, our finding that mainstream 
consumers being exposed to COS-related cues and consumers being exposed to COS-
unrelated cues show similar levels of COS and similar reactions toward ethnic-targeting 
services could possibly be due to unsuccessful COS priming in our experiment design. 
Sixth, as mentioned above, in Study 6 we only examined ethnic Chinese consumers with 
high English proficiency (i.e., college students) and thus we did not know whether ethnic 
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Chinese consumers with low English proficiency will show different reaction patterns 
than ethnic Chinese college students. Finally, in our experiment in Study 7, though the 
participants in both the negatively affected condition and the not negatively affected 
condition received the same service quality expectation manipulation, it is possible that 
consumers’ different prior banking experience (and hence different levels of service 
expectations) may affect our customer satisfaction outcomes. Unfortunately, no 
manipulation check questions were designed to test this possible effect. Similarly, our 
explanation that when consumers are being assured with quality of the ethnic-targeting 
service, their reactions will improve was not examined in this research as well. Due to 
these limitations, this research can be considered an initial attempt at comprehensively 
examining mainstream consumers’ reactions toward ethnic-targeting services. Promising 
research opportunities seem likely in exploring these potential relationships. 
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TABLE 1  
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION OF THE ETHNICALLY HOMOGENEOUS AREA SAMPLES (% RESPONDENTS) 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                Study 1A              Study 2               Study 3                Study 4               Study 5              Study 7              
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Gender              Male                                                48.4                      46.2                    47.7                      40.7                    52.1                   45.8 
                          Female                                            51.6                      53.8                    52.3                      59.3                    47.9                   54.2 
Age                   18 – 24 years                                   5.3                        9.6                      7.0                        17.9                    24.5                   22.2 
                          25 – 34 years                                  17.9                       30.8                    26.7                      39.3                   40.5                   40.3 
                          35 – 54 years                                  38.9                       30.8                    33.7                      32.4                   31.3                   30.6 
                          55 and above                                  37.9                       28.8                    32.6                      10.3                    3.7                     6.9 
Education         Did not finish high school              2.1                          3.8                      3.5                        0                         1.2                    0 
                         High school                                     36.8                       30.8                    34.9                      24.1                    26.4                  25.0 
                         College (incl. Bachelor’s)               51.6                       50.0                    51.2                      60.0                    59.5                  56.9 
                         Masters and above                           9.5                        15.4                    10.5                      15.9                     12.9                 18.1 
Occupation      Student                                             4.2                         7.7                      4.7                       12.4                     17.2                  16.7 
                        Housewife                                        11.6                       7.7                      12.8                      10.3                     7.4                    13.9 
                        Unskilled job                                    12.6                       1.9                      9.3                        7.6                       3.1                    5.6 
                        Skilled job                                        28.4                       42.3                    30.2                      31.7                     35.0                  25.0 
                        Professional                                      21.1                       17.3                    19.8                      26.2                    25.2                  23.6 
                        Unemployed                                     22.1                       23.1                    22.1                      9.8                       9.2                   9.7 
Income            Below $25,000                                 27.4                       25.0                    30.2                       19.3                   20.9                  26.4 
                        $25,000 – $49,000                           32.6                       34.6                    25.6                       21.4                   31.3                   22.2 
                        $50,000 - $100,000                          31.6                       34.6                    34.9                       41.4                   36.8                  34.7                    
                        Over $100,000                                 8.4                          5.8                      8.1                        15.2                    8.0                    11.1         
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE 2  
CRONBACH’S RELIABILITY ALPHA VALUES 
 Study 1A Study 1B Study 2 Study 3 Study 4 Study 5 Study 6 Study 7 
U.S. 
Sample 
China 
Sample 
Attitude .98 .96 .91 .97 .96 .96 .98 .93 .90 
PI r = .53,  
p < .001 
r = .45,  
p < .001 
r = .25,  
p = .02 
r = .56,  
p < .001 
r = .59,  
p < .001 
r = .30,  
p < .001 
r = .64,  
p < .001 
r = .30,  
p < .001 
r = .50,  
p < .001 
WOM .94 .92 .87 .95 .94 .94 .93 .91 .95 
COS .98 .97 .92 .97 .97 .97 .95 .91 .95 
CE .96 .93 .90 .96 .95 .95 .88 .90 .89 
NI .93 .88 .92 .88 .93 .92 .92 .88 .89 
China Image N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A .79 N/A N/A N/A 
Ethnic Identity N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A .92 N/A 
NOTE.— COS = cosmopolitanism; CE = consumer ethnocentrism; NI = National Identity; PI = patronage intent; WOM = word of 
mouth; N/A = not applicable.  
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TABLE 3  
CONVERNGENT AND DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY VALUES FOR COS, CE, AND NI 
  Study 
1A 
Study 1B Study 2 Study 3 Study 4 Study 5 Study 6 Study 7 
U.S. 
Sample 
China 
Sample 
COS AVE .89 .83 .66 .88 .86 .85 .84 .75 .83 
Reliability .98 .97 .92 .97 .97 .97 .95 .91 .95 
Factor Loading: 
COS 
COS1 .95 .89 .81 .94 .94 .91 .92 .87 .91 
COS2 .96 .94 .85 .97 .95 .97 .93 .92 .93 
COS3 .95 .92 .84 .94 .94 .95 .94 .93 .95 
COS4 .92 .91 .85 .89 .89 .87 .92 .86 .91 
COS5 .95 .93 .83 .95 .94 .94 .89 .87 .92 
COS6 .92 .88 .66 .93 .91 .88 .89 .72 .84 
NI AVE .78 .64 .77 .67 .79 .74 .78 .81 .71 
Reliability .93 .88 .92 .88 .93 .92 .92 .88 .89 
Factor Loading: 
NI 
NI1 .86 .76 .92 .66 .88 .73 .78 .90 .78 
NI2 .88 .79 .88 .84 .90 .94 .92 .96 .88 
NI3 .90 .83 .87 .84 .89 .86 .87 .81 .86 
NI4 .90 .83 .83 .91 .88 .90 .96 .92 .85 
NOTE.— COS = cosmopolitanism; CE = consumer ethnocentrism; NI = National Identity; AVE – Average Variance Extracted; SIC – 
Squared Interconstruct Correlations.   
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TABLE 3 (continued) 
CONVERNGENT AND DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY VALUES FOR COS, CE, AND NI 
  Study 
1A 
Study 1B Study 2 Study 3 Study 4 Study 5 Study 6 Study 7 
U.S. 
Sample 
China 
Sample 
CE AVE .70 .60 .49 .68 .66 .67 .55 .61 .52 
Reliability .96 .93 .90 .96 .95 .95 .88 .90 .89 
Factor Loading:  
CE 
CE1 .80 .70 .55 .76 .74 .78 .62 .70 .63 
CE2 .81 .70 .71 .78 .78 .80 .73 .72 .76 
CE3 .87 .79 .77 .87 .87 .76 .80 .80 .75 
CE4 .88 .82 .80 .87 .87 .86 .82 .82 .84 
CE5 .89 .82 .77 .86 .87 .85 .83 .83 .45 
CE6 .86 .86 .74 .84 .85 .88 .73 .88 .79 
CE7 .89 .84 .75 .88 .86 .89 .78 .83 .80 
CE8 .65 .63 .28 .74 .64 .74 .65 .63 .60 
CE9 .83 .75 .77 .76 .76 .83 .68 .75 .72 
CE10 .87 .81 .70 .86 .83 .79 .77 .80 .75 
SIC  
 
 
COS -NI .00 .01 .45 .01 .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 
COS-CE .18 .10 .22 .18 .22 .04 .14 .07 .12 
NI-CE .01 .02 .37 .02 .01 .06 .02 .08 .04 
NOTE.— COS = cosmopolitanism; CE = consumer ethnocentrism; NI = National Identity; AVE – Average Variance Extracted; SIC – 
Squared Interconstruct Correlations.   
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TABLE 4  
SUMMARY OF RESULTS – STUDY 1A 
 Attitude PI WOM 
ANOVA 
and Mean 
Values 
HT: F (2, 103) = 1.56, p = .215 
MEC = 3.71, ME = 3.92, MES = 4.07   
HM: F (2, 100) = 7.71,  p = .001 
MEC = 2.73, ME = 3.88, MES = 3.41   
HT: F (2, 103) = 1.63, p = .201 
MEC = 5.90, ME = 6.39, MES = 6.59   
HM: F (2, 100) = 3.03,  p = .053 
MEC = 4.70, ME = 5.75, MES = 5.21   
HT: F (2, 103) = 2.96, p = .056 
MEC = 5.12, ME = 5.62, MES = 6.13   
HM: F (2, 100) = 7.19,  p = .001 
MEC = 4.16, ME = 5.71, MES = 5.26   
Pairwise 
Comparison 
HT: MEC - ME = -.21, p = .251 
MEC - MES = -.36, p = .089 
ME - MES = -.15, p = .472 
HM: MEC - ME = -1.12, p < .001 
MEC - MES = -.78, p = .008 
ME - MES = .33, p = .259 
HT: MEC - ME = -.50, p = .172 
MEC - MES = -.69, p = .099 
ME - MES = -.20, p = .635 
HM: MEC - ME = -1.11, p = .011 
MEC - MES = -.64, p = .136 
ME - MES = .47, p = .284 
HT: MEC - ME = -.50, p = .175 
MEC - MES = -1.01, p = .018 
ME - MES = -.51, p = .217 
HM: MEC - ME = -1.70, p < .001 
MEC - MES = -1.30, p = .003 
ME - MES = .40, p = .353 
NOTE.—HT = ethnically heterogeneous areas; HM = ethnically homogeneous areas; EC = English plus Chinese; E = English only; ES 
= English plus Spanish.  
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TABLE 5  
STUDY 1A: REGRESSION RESULTS – ENGLISH PLUS SPANISH SERVICE – ATTITUDE 
                                                Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                           Ethnically Homogeneous Areas 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3                    Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                           4.00***                  4.00***                  4.001***                      3.67***                       3.84***                      3.81*** 
COS                                    .41**                   .42**                      .42**                      .37                           1.18*                      1.15* 
NI                                       .07                        .03                          .01                          .40                            .22                          .23 
CE                                     -.01                        .05                          .04                          .12                           -.07                         .22 
COS x NI                                                         .05                          .05                                                         -.29                        -.19 
COS x CE                                                       -.07                         -.02                                                         -.64*                     -.166 
CE x NI                                                          -.20                         -.18                                                          -.32                        -.73 
COS x CE x NI                                                                              -.08                                                                                        -.63 
R2                                       .24                        .27                            .27                          .15                          .36                           .37 
Adjusted R2                       .18                         .15                           .13                          .06                           .20                         .18 
ΔR2                                     .24*                       .04                           .00                          .15                           .21†                       .01 
F-statistic                        4.02*                     2.24†                       1.89                         1.63                        2.59†                       1.95 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 6  
STUDY 1A: REGRESSION RESULTS – ENGLISH PLUS SPANISH SERVICE – PI 
                                                  Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                           Ethnically Homogeneous Areas 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1               Model 2               Model 3                      Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                          6.79***                 6.64***               6.65***                              5.89***                      5.80***                     5.78*** 
COS                                  .80**                     .93**                  .93**                           1.25***                 1.18*                     1.16* 
NI                                    -.14                       -.30                      -.33                                -.10                        .12                         .13 
CE                                    .42                        .53                        .52                                -.52†                     -.49                        -.29 
COS x NI                                                        .21                       .22                                                              .30                         .36 
COS x CE                                                     -.60                      -.51                                                              -.13                        .19 
CE x NI                                                         -.55                      -.52                                                              -.18                       -.46 
COS x CE x NI                                                                          -.12                                                                                           -.43 
R2                                     .20                        .35                         .35                                .54                          .55                         .55 
Adjusted R2                     .14                        .24                          .22                               .48                           .43                        .41 
ΔR2                                   .20*                      .15†                        .00                                .53***                    .01                        .00 
F-statistic                      3.18*                    3.20*                      2.68*                            10.36***                4.84**                   4.02** 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 7  
STUDY 1A: REGRESSION RESULTS – ENGLISH PLUS SPANISH SERVICE – WOM 
                                                  Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                             Ethnically Homogeneous Areas 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1              Model 2               Model 3                    Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                           6.16***               5.99***                 6.04***                         5.56***                      5.66***                      5.59*** 
COS                                   .74*                     .89**                    .90**                        .56                        1.29*                     1.22† 
NI                                     -.23                      -.38                       -.48                           .33                          .61                         .64 
CE                                     .12                        .31                        .27                           .44                         -.51                        .15 
COS x NI                                                        -.01                      .03                                                         1.07                       1.28 
COS x CE                                                       -.59                     -.31                                                        -1.43**                   -.35 
CE x NI                                                          -.85*                   -.77†                                                         .37                        -.58 
COS x CE x NI                                                                           -.41                                                                                     -1.44 
R2                                       .17                        .34                        .35                          .10                           .47                         .50 
Adjusted R2                       .11                        .23                         .22                          .00                           .34                         .35 
ΔR2                                     .17†                      .17*                       .01                          .10                           .37**                     .03 
F-statistic                        2.69†                     3.09*                    2.71*                       1.00                         3.55*                     3.28* 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 8  
STUDY 1A: REGRESSION RESULTS – ENGLISH PLUS CHINESE SERVICE – ATTITUDE 
                                                   Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                             Ethnically Homogeneous Areas 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3                  Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                            3.77***                3.70***                   3.67***                       2.76***                  2.77***                  2.83*** 
COS                                     .19                      .36 †                       .46*                         .18                          .24                          .42 
NI                                         .16                      .19                         .20                           .39                          .24                           .12 
CE                                        .03                      .02                        -.07                         -.40†                        -.30                         -.38 
COS x NI                                                       -.24                        -.33                                                          .26                          .10 
COS x CE                                                        .02                         .22                                                        -.27                         -.10 
CE x NI                                                           .15                         .24                                                         -.04                          .17                          
COS x CE x NI                                                                             -.26                                                                                        -.29 
R2                                         .11                       .17                         .19                          .20                          .30                           .33     
Adjusted R2                         .03                        .01                         .00                          .12                         .13                            .14 
ΔR2                                       .11                        .06                         .02                          .20                         .10                            .04 
F-statistic                          1.32                       1.03                       1.00                        2.44                       1.82                          1.77 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 9  
STUDY 1A: REGRESSION RESULTS – ENGLISH PLUS CHINESE SERVICE – PI  
                                                  Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                             Ethnically Homogeneous Areas 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                     Model 1               Model 2                 Model 3                    Model 1                 Model 2                  Model 3               
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                       6.70***                6.62***                  6.53***                          4.67***                  4.53***                   4.59*** 
COS                               .25                        .42                         .66                            -.06                        -.10                          .08 
NI                                  .33                        .43                         .47                              .07                         .12                          .11  
CE                                -.01                        .16                        -.08                           -.65†                       -.53                         -.61 
COS x NI                                                  -.80                       -1.03                                                           .59                         .34 
COS x CE                                                  .52**                    1.04*                                                        -.69*                       -.52 
CE x NI                                                     .70                           .95                                                          .22                           .42 
COS x CE x NI                                                                        -.68                                                                                         -.28   
R2                                     .07                     .34                            .37                            .12                         .26                           .28       
Adjusted R2                    -.02                     .21                           .22                            .03                         .09                           .07 
ΔR2                                      .07                     .27*                         .03                            .12                         .14                           .01 
F-statistic                         .76                   2.56*                      2.46*                         1.33                        1.53                         1.36 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 10  
STUDY 1A: REGRESSION RESULTS – ENGLISH PLUS CHINESE SERVICE – WOM  
                                             Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                          Ethnically Homogeneous Areas 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                   Model 1             Model 2           Model 3                             Model 1              Model 2              Model 3               
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                     5.55***             5.38***             5.34***                                   4.12***                4.26***               4.39***  
COS                             .11                    .50                    .61                                     -.13                      .14                       .55 
NI                                 .23                    .30                    .32                                     .26                      -.17                     -.43 
CE                                .07                    .14                     .02                                   -.17                       .15                     -.04 
COS x NI                                              -.61                    -.72                                                               .10                      -.49 
COS x CE                                              .21                     .46                                                               -.38                      .03               
CE x NI                                                 .72*                   .83†                                                             -.36                      .13      
COS x CE x NI                                                              -.32                                                                                           -.67 
R2                                     .02                     .18                     .19                                   .04                       .15                       .242 
Adjusted R2                 -.06                     .02                    -.01                                  -.07                      -.04                       .03      
ΔR2                                   .02                     .16                     .01                                   .04                        .12                       .09         
F-statistic                     .27                    1.13                     .98                                  .34                        .79                      1.14 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 11  
STUDY 1A: REGRESSION RESULTS – ENGLISH ONLY SERVICE – ATTITUDE 
                                                 Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                              Ethnically Homogeneous Areas 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3                    Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                            3.88***                     3.95***                      3.96***                        3.83***                 3.89***                 3.96*** 
COS                                    .37†                       .42†                      .43                               -.04                        .08                         .12 
NI                                       .35                         .13                         .13                                .37                        .23                         .12 
CE                                      .08                        .16                          .15                                .36                        .33                         .35 
COS x NI                                                         .36                         .33                                                             -.26                        -.49 
COS x CE                                                        .00                         .06                                                              .01                        -.17 
CE x NI                                                           -.04                       -.03                                                              .12                        -.06 
COS x CE x NI                                                                             -.07                                                                                           .35 
R2                                        .22                        .29                         .29                                 .22                        .28                         .35 
Adjusted R2                        .11                         .06                         .00                                .13                         .09                        .16 
ΔR2                                      .22                         .07                         .00                                .22                         .06                        .08 
F-statistic                          2.02                      1.24                        1.01                              2.52                       1.52                       1.79 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 12  
STUDY 1A: REGRESSION RESULTS – ENGLISH ONLY SERVICE – PI 
                                                  Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                             Ethnically Homogeneous Areas 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3                    Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                           6.32***                   6.50***                 6.53***                          5.75***                       5.62***                      5.72*** 
COS                                  -.02                          .07                        .12                              .16                          .33                        .39 
NI                                       .42                          .21                        .18                              .27                         -.05                       -.21 
CE                                      .26                          .56                        .52                              .24                          .34                        .37 
COS x NI                                                         -.19                      -.30                                                            -.13                       -.44 
COS x CE                                                        -.19                      -.00                                                            -.51†                     -.72* 
CE x NI                                                            -.58                      -.54                                                            -.09                       -.01 
COS x CE x NI                                                                             -.26                                                                                          .47 
R2                                       .20                          .27                        .28                               .07                          .21                       .28 
Adjusted R2                       .08                          .03                       -.02                              -.04                          .02                       .06 
ΔR2                                     .20                          .07                         .01                               .07                          .15                       .07 
F-statistic                         1.71                        1.11                        .94                               .63                         1.08                     1.29 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 13  
STUDY 1A: REGRESSION RESULTS – ENGLISH ONLY SERVICE – WOM 
                                                   Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                           Ethnically Homogeneous Areas  
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3                    Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                          5.36***                   5.45***                   5.47***                         5.60***                     5.51***                       5.58*** 
COS                                  .37                           .54                           .57                          -.02                        .33                          .37 
NI                                     .41                            .03                           .02                          .14                        -.24                         -.34 
CE                                    .68†                          .79                           .77                          .70                          .84                         .86 
COS x NI                                                          .73                           .65                                                         -.26                       -.46 
COS x CE                                                        -.47                         -.34                                                        -.16                        -.30 
CE x NI                                                           -.16                         -.14                                                          .55                         .50 
COS x CE x NI                                                                               -.17                                                                                        .31 
R2                                     .29                           .38                           .38                          .18                           .29                          .32 
Adjusted R2                      .19                           .17                          .12                          -.09                           .11                         .12 
ΔR2                                    .29†                         .08                           .00                          .18                           .11                          .03 
F-statistic                       2.91†                       1.80                          .82                           2.00                        1.63                       1.56 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
123 
 
 
 
TABLE 14  
STUDY 1B: SUMMARY OF RESULTS  
DVs Attitude PI WOM 
ANOVA (two 
ethnic 
services) 
F(1, 244) = 20.11, p < .001 
MCN = 3.32, MUS = 3.89 
F(1, 259) = 1.67, p = .198 
MCN = 5.26, MUS = 5.59 
F(1, 259) = 3.33, p = .069 
MCN = 5.12, MUS = 5.51 
ANOVA (non-
ethnic service) 
F(1, 136) = 35.24, p < .001 
MCN = 3.04, MUS = 3.88 
F(1, 136) = 3.27, p = .073 
MCN = 5.02, MUS = 5.62 
F(1, 136) = 5.45, p = .021 
MCN = 4.80, MUS = 5.53 
 COS CE NI 
ANOVA and 
Mean Values 
F(1, 396) = 46.74, p < .001 
MCN = 6.41, MUS = 7.53 
 F(1, 396) = 29.58, p < .001 
MCN = 2.59, MUS = 2.02 
F(1, 396) = 42.67, p < .001 
MCN = 6.56, MUS = 8.16 
NOTE.— CN = China; US = the United States; two ethnic services = Chinese plus English, and Chinese plus Korean in China, 
and English plus Spanish, and English plus Chinese in the U.S. COS = cosmopolitanism; CE = consumer ethnocentrism; NI = 
National Identity. 
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TABLE 15 
STUDY 1B: REGRESSION RESULTS – THE TWO ETHNIC-TARGETING SERVICES – ATTITUDE 
                                                                 U.S. Consumers                                                                     Chinese Consumers  
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               Model 1               Model 2                Model 3               
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                           3.99***                  3.97***                 3.97***                       3.37***                   3.42***                     3.34*** 
COS                                   .18†                       .24*                      .24*                        .33**                    .29*                     .10 
NI                                      .15                         .15                        .15                          .07                         .06                       .09 
CE                                    -.04                        -.08                      -.06                          .05                        -.00                       .12 
COS x NI                                                       -.06                       -.06                                                        .06                       .22 
COS x CE                                                      -.04                       -.08                                                        .18                       .46* 
CE x NI                                                           .03                       -.01                                                        .04                      -.10 
COS x CE x NI                                                                             .06                                                                                   -.38* 
R2                                      .11                         .13                        .13                          .17                          .20                        .25 
Adjusted R2                      .06                         .03                         .01                          .14                         .13                        .17 
ΔR2                                    .11                         .02                         .00                         .17**                      .02                        .05* 
F-statistic                       2.19                       1.29                        1.10                        4.91**                   2.75*                   3.06** 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 16  
STUDY 1B: REGRESSION RESULTS – THE TWO ETHNIC-TARGETING SERVICES – PI 
                                                                 U.S. Consumers                                                                     Chinese Consumers  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
                                         Model 1                 Model 2                Model 3                    Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                           5.86***                  5.80***                 5.82***                          5.32***                      5.23***                       5.25*** 
COS                                   .44                         .59†                      .56†                           .49*                      0.50*                       .53† 
NI                                      .14                         .07                         .05                            .20                         0.22                         .21 
CE                                    -.15                       -.28                        -.17                           -.07                         -.09                        -.13 
COS x NI                                                        .14                         .12                                                           .07                          .05 
COS x CE                                                      -.24                       -.45                                                          -.43                         -.47 
CE x NI                                                          -.03                      -.19                                                           .17                           .21 
COS x CE x NI                                                                            .29                                                                                           .06 
R2                                       .07                        .10                        .11                              .14                        .17                           .17 
Adjusted R2                       .02                        .00                        -.01                             .11                        .11                           .10 
ΔR2                                     .07                        .03                         .01                             .14**                    .03                           .00 
F-statistic                        1.36                      1.00                        .89                            4.42**                   2.73*                       2.32* 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 17  
STUDY 1B: REGRESSION RESULTS – THE TWO ETHNIC-TARGETING SERVICES – WOM 
                                                                 U.S. Consumers                                                                     Chinese Consumers  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1              Model 2              Model 3                    Model 1              Model 2                 Model 3               
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                           5.72***               5.65***                5.66***                        5.16***                    4.87***                    4.95*** 
COS                                   .21                       .39                       .38                            .48*                     .41†                     .52* 
NI                                      .18                       .13                       .13                             .15                       .33                       .28 
CE                                    -.07                      -.20                     -.19                             .11                       .26                       .11 
COS x NI                                                        .04                     .04                                                         .15                       .08 
COS x CE                                                      -.22                    -.25                                                        -.25                      -.42 
CE x NI                                                         -.01                     -.03                                                        -.22                     -.05 
COS x CE x NI                                                                          .04                                                                                     .29 
R2                                       .03                       .07                        .07                             .13                      .17                       .18 
Adjusted R2                      -.03                      -.04                       -.06                             .10                      .10                      .10 
ΔR2                                     .03                        .04                        .00                             .13*                    .04                      .01 
F-statistic                          .50                        .64                        .54                           4.06*                   2.67*                  2.44* 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 18  
STUDY 1B: REGRESSION RESULTS – THE NON ETHNIC-TARGETING SERVICE – ATTITUDE 
                                                                 U.S. Consumers                                                                     Chinese Consumers  
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                Model 1                      Model 2                                              Model 1                           Model 2                        
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                                 3.87***                        3.91***                                                          3.04***                               3.09*** 
COS                                         .32                                .30                                                       .03                                 .04 
CE                                            .23                               .25                                                       .18 †                              .17 † 
COS x CE                                                                     .20                                                                                            .10 
R2                                             .13                               .17                                                       .05                                  .06 
Adjusted R2                             .06                               .06                                                        .03                                  .03 
ΔR2                                           .13                                .04                                                       .05                                  .02 
F-statistic                               1.70                             1.47                                                      2.05                                1.78 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 19  
STUDY 1B: REGRESSION RESULTS – THE NON ETHNIC-TARGETING SERVICE – PI 
                                                                 U.S. Consumers                                                                     Chinese Consumers  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                Model 1                         Model 2                                           Model 1                         Model 2                        
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                                  5.44***                       5.42***                                                          5.02***                               5.00*** 
COS                                          .21                               .22                                                       .61                                 .61 
CE                                            .81*                              .81†                                                     .72**                            .73** 
COS x CE                                                                    -.08                                                                                            -.06 
R2                                             .17                                .17                                                        .14                                .14 
Adjusted R2                              .10                               .06                                                        .12                                 .11 
ΔR2                                            .17                               .00                                                        .14**                             .00 
F-statistic                               2.29                             1.48                                                      6.43**                           4.27** 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 20  
STUDY 1B: REGRESSION RESULTS – THE NON ETHNIC-TARGETING SERVICE – WOM 
                                                                 U.S. Consumers                                                                     Chinese Consumers  
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                Model 1                      Model 2                                             Model 1                           Model 2                        
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                                  5.35***                        5.34***                                                        4.81***                                 4.92*** 
COS                                          .32                               .32                                                      .52                                  .52 
CE                                            .85*                             .85*                                                    .91***                             .90*** 
COS x CE                                                                     -.06                                                                                            .23 
R2                                             .25                               .25                                                      .18                                   .20 
Adjusted R2                              .18                               .14                                                      .10                                  .17 
ΔR2                                            .25*                              .00                                                     .18***                             .01 
F-statistic                               3.64 *                           2.33                                                   9.03**                             6.44** 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 21  
STUDY 2: REGRESSION RESULTS – ENGLISH PLUS PORTUGUESE SERVICE – ATTITUDE 
                                                   Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                           Ethnically Homogeneous Areas 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1               Model 2                Model 3                 Model 1                Model 2                 Model 3               
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                          3.98***                4.09***                  4.09***                  3.91***                3.94***                    4.04*** 
COS                                   .50**                   .41*                       .40*                        .53*                      .45*                         .35† 
NI                                      .03                      -.01                        -.01                          .23                        .09                           -.08 
CE                                    -.07                      -.02                         .01                         -.12                      -.24                           -.08 
COS x NI                                                      -.30                       -.29                                                       .28                            .47† 
COS x CE                                                      .20                        .14                                                        .08*                         -.21 
CE x NI                                                         -.21                      -.25                                                       .06                            -.47 
COS x CE x NI                                                                           .07                                                                                        .44 
R2                                       .36                       .44                         .44                          .49                        .56                             .65    
Adjusted R2                       .31                       .34                         .32                          .40                        .38                             .46               
ΔR2                                     .36**                   .07                         .00                           .49**                   .07                             .08 
F-statistic                        7.05**                 4.41**                   3.68**                     5.46**                  3.01*                         3.39* 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01  
***p < .001 
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TABLE 22  
STUDY 2: REGRESSION RESULTS – ENGLISH PLUS PORTUGUESE SERVICE – PI 
                                                  Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                           Ethnically Homogeneous Areas 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1               Model 2                Model 3                    Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                           7.00***               7.03***                  7.01***                          6.33***                       6.55***                       6.76*** 
COS                                   .81*                     .46                         .35                             .81*                       1.20*                       .99* 
NI                                      .08                       .31                         .28                            -.13                          -.59                        -.95 
CE                                     .05                      -.10                         .31                            -.71*                       -.82†                      -.14 
COS x NI                                                     -.48                        -.30                                                           -.01                         .41 
COS x CE                                                     .55†                      -.26                                                            .29                         -.30 
CE x NI                                                        .22                         -.31                                                          -.93†                      -2.02* 
COS x CE x NI                                                                           .94                                                                                           .93 
R2                                      .19                       .27                         .31                              .40                          .61                         .41 
Adjusted R2                       .12                       .14                         .16                             .29                          .44                         .22 
ΔR2                                     .19†                     .08                         .04                             .40*                        .21                         .02 
F-statistic                        2.82†                    2.07                       2.11†                        3.75*                       3.62*                     3.64* 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 23  
STUDY 2: REGRESSION RESULTS – ENGLISH PLUS PORTUGUESE SERVICE – WOM 
                                                  Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                             Ethnically Homogeneous Areas 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3                    Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                           6.42***                   6.50***                   6.48***                        5.89***                       5.84***                     6.16*** 
COS                                   .97**                       .76†                        .68                          1.31**                    1.24*                       .91† 
NI                                       .17                           .22                          .20                          -.00                          -.46                      -1.01 
CE                                     -.05                         -.10                           .19                          -.08                          -.79                       .24 
COS x NI                                                         -.19                          -.07                                                            .58                      1.19 
COS x CE                                                          .27                          -.29                                                            .78                       -.12 
CE x NI                                                            .02                           -.34                                                             .15                     -1.53 
COS x CE x NI                                                                                 .65                                                                                         1.43† 
R2                                      .27                           .29                            .31                             .36                          .51                        .61 
Adjusted R2                      .21     .16                            .16                              .25                          .30                        .40 
ΔR2                                    .27**                       .02                            .02                              .36†                        .15                        .10 
F-statistic                       4.49**                     2.28†                         2.07†                         3.19†                       2.40†                    2.88* 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 24 
STUDY 3: SUMMARY OF RESULTS  
DVs Attitude PI WOM 
ANOVA and 
Mean Values 
HT: F(2, 120) = 2.35, p = .100 
MEC = 3.77, MES = 4.00,  
MM = 4.14   
HM: F(2, 83) = 14.01,  p < .001 
MEC = 2.81, MES = 3.59,  
MM = 4.36   
HT: F(2, 121) = .08, p = .922 
MEC = 6.70, MES = 6.80,  
MM = 6.84   
HM: F(2, 83) = 13.10, p < .001 
MEC = 4.71, MES = 5.35,  
MM = 7.00  
HT: F(2, 121) = 2.42, p = .093 
MEC = 5.55, MES = 6.15,  
MM = 6.32   
HM: F(2, 83) = 14.73, p < .001 
MEC = 4.14, MES = 5.44,  
MM = 6.58 
Pairwise 
Comparison 
HT: MM - MEC = .38, p = .033 
MM - MES = .14, p = .395 
HM: MM - MEC = 1.56, p = .005 
MM - MES = .77, p = .012  
HT: MM - MEC = .14, p = .693 
MM - MES  = .04, p = .898 
HM: MM - MEC = 2.28, p < .001 
MM - MES = 1.65, p = .001  
HT: MM - MEC = 1.49, p = .048 
MM - MES  = .86, p = .52 
HM: MM - MEC = 2.43, p < .001 
MM - MES = 1.13, p = .007  
NOTE.— HT = ethnically heterogeneous areas; HM = ethnically homogeneous areas; EC = English plus Chinese; ES = English 
plus Spanish; M = multiple ethnic languages. 
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TABLE 25  
STUDY 3: REGRESSION RESULTS – MULTIPLE ETHNIC LANGUAGE SERVICE – ATTITUDE 
                                                    Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                            Ethnically Homogeneous Areas 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1               Model 2              Model 3                    Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                           4.14***               4.00***                4.02***                   4.16***                   4.07***                4.15*** 
COS                                   .44**                   .47***                  .44**                       .59***                     .59***                  .77*** 
NI                                      .10                       .09                         .08                          .04                            .07                        -.18 
CE                                     .15                      -.08                       -.08                           .01                           .13                          .28 
COS x NI                                                       -.36*                   -.35*                                                         .17                          -.04 
COS x CE                                                      -.27**                 -.30*                                                         -.02                         .00 
CE x NI                                                           .11                      .10                                                             .27*                      .20 
COS x CE x NI                                                                           .12                                                                                        -.43* 
R2                                      .28                        .52                        .52                            .51                            .68                        .79 
Adjusted R2                       .22                       .44                         .42                           .43                             .55                        .69 
ΔR2                                     .28**                   .24**                     .00                           .51**                         .17                        .11 
F-statistic                        4.89**                  6.27***                 5.30***                   6.22**                        5.34**                 7.69** 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 26  
STUDY 3: REGRESSION RESULTS – MULTIPLE ETHNIC LANGUAGE SERVICE – PI 
                                                  Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                           Ethnically Homogeneous Areas 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3                    Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                            6.84***                  6.68***                 6.71***                           6.75***                      6.58***                      6.64*** 
COS                                     .36                         .49                         .46                             .52                         .51                          .66 
NI                                        .52*                       .58**                      .57*                           .13                         .21                         -.01 
CE                                       .09                        -.15                        -.15                            -.34                        -.18                         -.05 
COS x NI                                                         -.12                        -.10                                                            .43                          .27 
COS x CE                                                        -.13                        -.17                                                           -.10                        -.08 
CE x NI                                                             .07                         .69                                                             .44                        .38 
COS x CE x NI                                                                                .12                                                                                        -.35 
R2                                        .20                          .28                         .28                              .30                         .44                         .46 
Adjusted R2                        .14                          .15                         .13                              .19                          .21                        .19 
ΔR2                                      .20*                        .08                         .00                              .30†                        .13                         .03 
F-statistic                         3.19*                       2.27†                    1.91†                          2.62†                       1.94                       1.71 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 27  
STUDY 3: REGRESSION RESULTS – MULTIPLE ETHNIC LANGUAGE SERVICE – WOM 
                                                  Ethnically Heterogeneous Areas                                             Ethnically Homogeneous Areas 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3                Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                            6.32***                6.21***                    6.23***                      6.30***                     6.00***                      6.04*** 
COS                                    .83***                  .87**                      .84**                       .95**                     .77*                       .87* 
NI                                        .43*                     .45*                        .43†                         .16                         .32                         .19 
CE                                       .16                       -.01                        -.01                           .05                         .38                         .46 
COS x NI                                                        -.25                        -.23                                                         .81*                       .70 
COS x CE                                                       -.18                        -.21                                                        -.51                        -.50 
CE x NI                                                            .17                         .16                                                         .60*                        .56† 
COS x CE x NI                                                                              .12                                                                                       -.23 
R2                                        .36                        .39                          .39                          .41                          .59                         .60 
Adjusted R2                        .31                         .29                         .27                          .31                         .43                           .40 
ΔR2                                      .36**                     .03                         .00                          .41*                       .18                            .01 
F-statistic                         7.20**                   3.82**                    3.20*                    4.17*                      3.62*                        3.00* 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 28 
STUDY 4: SUMMARY OF RESULTS   
 Attitude PI WOM 
ANOVA and Mean Values F(3, 141) = 1.87, p = .137 
M1 = 3.78, M2 = 4.15,  
M3 = 3.82, M4 = 3.75    
F(3, 141) = .59, p = .620 
M1 = 6.18, M2 = 6.26,  
M3 = 5.77, M4 = 6.13    
F(3, 141) = .07, p = .976 
M1 = 5.65, M2 = 5.81,  
M3 = 5.74, M4 = 5.71    
Pairwise Comparison M1 - M2 = -.37, p = .071 
M1 - M3 = -.04, p = .859 
M1 - M4 = .03, p = .872 
M2 - M3 = .33, p = .102 
M2 – M4 = .40, p = .033 
M3 – M4 = .07, p = .724 
M1 - M2 = -.08, p = .841 
M1 - M3 = .41, p = .319 
M1 - M4 = .05, p = .898 
M2 - M3 = .49, p = .210 
M2 – M4 = .13, p = .722 
M3 – M4 = -.36, p = .343 
M1 - M2 = -.17, p = .658 
M1 - M3 = -.09, p = .811 
M1 - M4 = -.06, p = .870 
M2 - M3 = .07, p = .846 
M2 – M4 = .11, p = .758 
M3 – M4 = .03, p = .925 
NOTE.— 1 = no-cultural-factor condition; 2 = subtle cultural factor condition (i.e., chopsticks); 3 = salient cultural factor condition (i.e., 
Chinese menu); 4 = more salient cultural factor condition (e.g., Chopsticks and Chinese menu).  
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TABLE 29  
STUDY 4: REGRESSION RESULTS – ATTITUDE 
                                                No ethnic Cultural Factor Condition                                   Three Ethnic Cultural Factor Conditions 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3                    Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                           3.774***                 3.512***               3.536***                        3.894***                3.947***               3.932*** 
COS                                  -.119                       -.231                     -.163                            .202*                     .140                       .100 
NI                                     -.033                       -.137                       .059                            .125                       .113                       .124 
CE                                     .122                       -.035                       .060                           -.130                      -.119                      -.118 
China Image                      .071                        .150                       .255                            .153 †                     .204 †                    .161 
COS x NI                                                        -.040                      -.003                                                         -.016                        .007 
COS x CE                                                         .643                       .569                                                         -.016                        .010 
CE x NI                                                           -.037                      -.149                                                         -.039                       -.033 
China Image x COS                                         .314                       .178                                                           .082                       -.025 
China Image x CE                                          -.039                       -.226                                                          .064                        .029 
China Image x NI                                            .012                       -.114                                                         -.066                       -.022 
COS x CE x NI                                                                               .209                                                                                         .110 
R2                                       .029                       .270                        .350                            .167                       .185                        .200 
Adjusted R2                      -.120                      -.094                       -.026                           .136                       .105                         .114 
ΔR2                                      .029                       .241                        .080                           .167***                  .018                         .016 
F-statistic                           .195                       .741                        .931                         5.451***                2.332*                     2.322* 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 30  
STUDY 4: REGRESSION RESULTS – PI 
                                                No ethnic Cultural Factor Condition                                   Three Ethnic Cultural Factor Conditions 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3                    Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                           6.11***                6.12***                6.13***                         6.06***                  6.13***                 6.13*** 
COS                                  -.29                        .75                       .78                                 .45**                      .36*                    .34† 
NI                                      -.11                      -.06                       .04                                 .12                          .09                        .09 
CE                                     -.28                      -.71                      -.66                                -.37*                       -.31†                    -.31† 
China Image                     -.34                       -.98                     -.93                                 -.02                         .15                       .14 
COS x NI                                                        .13                      .15                                                                 .18                       .19 
COS x CE                                                       .44                      .40                                                                -.30                      -.29 
CE x NI                                                         -.16                    -.22                                                                 -.09                      -.09 
China Image x COS                                        .61                      .54                                                                -.17                       -.14                                
China Image x CE                                          .18                      .24                                                                  .21                        .19 
China Image x NI                                           .30                       .24                                                                -.27                      -.26 
COS x CE x NI                                                                          .11                                                                                              .05 
R2                                       .08                        .34                       .34                                  .15                         .17                        .17 
Adjusted R2                      -.07                        .01                      -.04                                  .11                         .10                        .09 
ΔR2                                     .08                        .26                       .01                                   .15**                     .03                       .00 
F-statistic                          .55                       1.03                       .91                                4.61**                   2.16*                    1.95* 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 31  
STUDY 4: REGRESSION RESULTS – WOM 
                                                No ethnic Cultural Factor Condition                                   Three Ethnic Cultural Factor Conditions 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1               Model 2                 Model 3                    Model 1                 Model 2                 Model 3               
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                            5.62***               5.04***                5.07***                        5.73***                 5.79***                  5.78*** 
COS                                    .33                       .48                        .55                              .36*                        .16                        .11 
NI                                      -.09                      -.29                       -.07                              .19                          .24                        .25 
CE                                       .26                     -.18                       -.08                              -.17                        -.06                      -.06 
China Image                      -.29                      -.60                      -.48                                .24                        .52*                      .47* 
COS x NI                                                        .28                       .32                                                               .24                       .26 
COS x CE                                                      1.27                     1.19                                                            -.14                      -.11 
CE x NI                                                           .06                      -.06                                                              .02                       .03 
China Image x COS                                      1.14*                     .99*                                                           -.28†                     -.22 
China Image x CE                                         -.32                      -.20                                                               .05                       .01 
China Image x NI                                          -.12                      -.25                                                              -.37                     -.32 
COS x CE x NI                                                                           .23                                                                                           .12 
R2                                         .12                      .50                       .53                               .13                            .18                      .19 
Adjusted R2                         -.02                     .24                       .26                               .10                            .10                      .10 
ΔR2                                        .12                      .38†                     .04                               .13**                       .05                       .01 
F-statistic                             .89                    1.96†                   1.97†                            4.17**                     2.32*                   2.17* 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
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TABLE 32  
STUDY 6: SUMMARY OF RESULTS – ETHNIC CHINESE CONSUMERS’ REACTIONS TOWARD THE THREE TYPES OF 
SERVICES   
 Attitude PI WOM 
ANOVA 
and Mean 
Values 
F (2, 137) = 10.76, p < .001 
MEC = 3.88, ME = 3.17, MES = 3.32    
F (2, 137) = 5.01, p = .008 
MEC = 5.99, ME = 4.85, MES = 5.56   
  
F (2, 137) = 8.61, p < .001 
MEC = 6.03, ME = 4.62, MES = 5.10   
  
Pairwise 
Comparison 
MEC - ME = -.72, p < .001 
MEC - MES = .56, p < .001 
ME - MES = -.15, p = .410 
MEC - ME = 1.15, p = .002 
MEC - MES = .43, p = .142 
ME - MES = -.717, p = .053 
MEC - ME = 1.41, p < .001 
MEC - MES = .93, p = .002 
ME - MES = -.48, p = .209 
NOTE.— EC = English plus Chinese; E = English only; ES = English plus Spanish.  
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TABLE 33  
STUDY 6: REGRESSION RESULTS – ATTITUDE 
                                                                                          Ethnic Chinese Consumers                                             
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                      Model 1                        Model 2                      Model 3                               
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                                                          3.82***                        3.85***                       3.85*** 
EI                                                                     -.11                               -.10                             -.11 
COS                                                                  .11                                 .12                             .12 
NI                                                                     .17                                 .19                              .18 
EI x COS                                                                                               -.14                             -.14 
EI x NI                                                                                                    .18†                            .16 
NI x COS                                                                                               -.04                             -.03                                           
COS x EI x NI                                                                                                                            .04 
R2                                                                       .08                                 .14                              .14       
Adjusted R2                                                       .03                                 .04                               .02 
ΔR2                                                                     .08                                 .06                               .00 
F-statistic                                                         1.65                               1.40                             1.19 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01  
***p < .001 
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TABLE 34  
STUDY 6: REGRESSION RESULTS – PI 
                                                                                      Ethnic Chinese Consumers                                             
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                    Model 1                      Model 2                     Model 3                               
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                                                       5.87***                        5.94***                     5.93*** 
EI                                                                  -.00                               .01                             .04 
COS                                                               .34                               .35                             .34 
NI                                                                   .13                               .17                            .19 
EI x COS                                                                                           -.37                           -.37 
EI x NI                                                                                                .44**                        .49 
COS x NI                                                                                           -.07                           -.09 
COS x EI x NI                                                                                                                     .11    
R2                                                                     .07                               .20                            .21 
Adjusted R2                                                     .02                               .11                            .10 
ΔR2                                                                   .07                               .14*                           .01 
F-statistic                                                       1.29                             2.18†                         1.88† 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01  
***p < .001 
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TABLE 35  
STUDY 6: REGRESSION RESULTS – WOM 
                                                                                    Ethnic Chinese Consumers                                             
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                    Model 1                     Model 2                      Model 3                               
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                                                        5.90***                      5.96***                     5.95*** 
EI                                                                    .08                             .11                             .14 
COS                                                                .34                             .34                             .33 
NI                                                                    .18                             .20                             .23 
EI x COS                                                                                          -.38                           -.38 
EI x NI                                                                                               .39                             .44 
COS x EI                                                                                           -.04                           -.06 
COS x EI x NI                                                                                                                    -.13 
R2                                                                     .08                              .18                            .19 
Adjusted R2                                                     .03                              .09                             .07 
ΔR2                                                                   .08                               .10                            .01 
F-statistic                                                        1.60                            1.90†                        1.65 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10 
*p < .05 
**p < .01  
***p < .001 
145 
 
 
 
TABLE 36  
STUDY 7: REGRESSION RESULTS – ATTITUDE 
                                                       Being Negatively Affected                                            Not Being Negatively Affected 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1               Model 2                Model 3                 Model 1                Model 2                 Model 3               
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                           1.69***                 1.76***                1.76***                  3.15***               3.20***                 3.22*** 
Area                                  1.21***                 1.18***                1.17***                   .84                       .84                          .83 
COS                                   .59***                   .63***                  .60***                    .15                       .10                          .09 
NI                                       .07                        .06                        .10                           .03                       .07                          .07 
CE                                      .01                        .02                        .03                          -.08                      -.09                        -.09 
Mexico Image                   -.07                       -.11                       -.09                          .09                       .07                          .07 
COS x NI                                                         .03                        .01                                                      -.11                         -.11 
COS x CE                                                        .01                        .00                                                       .19***                  .19*** 
CE x NI                                                           -.10                       -.45                                                      -.11                       -.12 
COS x CE x NI                                                                             .05                                                                                     .00 
R2                                        .58                        .60                         .60                          .61                        .69                         .69 
Adjusted R2                        .55                         .54                        .54                          .58                        .65                         .65 
ΔR2                                       .58***                  .02                        .00                          .61***                  .07***                   .00 
F-statistic                          17.75***              11.26***              10.01***                 20.81***             19.94***                17.37*** 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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TABLE 37  
STUDY 7: REGRESSION RESULTS – PI 
                                                   Being Negatively Affected                                            Not Being Negatively Affected 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1               Model 2                Model 3                 Model 1                Model 2                 Model 3               
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                            6.05***                6.14***                6.15***                  8.27***                8.27***                 8.40***    
Area                                   .34                        .27                         .27                         -.35                      -.35                        -.41 
COS                                   .61**                    .68**                     .65**                      .34                       .33                          .28 
NI                                       .24                        .30                         .35                        -.10                      -.07                         -.09 
CE                                     -.44                       -.45                       -.44                        -.21                      -.19                         -.18 
Mexico Image                    .12                        .12                         .14                         .19                       .18                           .21 
COS x NI                                                         .26                         .24                                                    .10                           .08 
COS x CE                                                        .01                        -.01                                                    .16                           .16 
CE x NI                                                           .01                        -.38                                                     .10                           .11 
COS x CE x NI                                                                              .05                                                                                   -.02 
R2                                        .33                         .36                        .36                         .17                        .18                          .19 
Adjusted R2                        .28                         .28                        .27                         .10                        .09                           .09 
ΔR2                                       .33***                   .03                        .00                        .17*                       .01                          .01 
F-statistic                           6.24***                4.30***                3.78**                   2.61*                     1.99†                      1.84† 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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TABLE 38  
STUDY 7: REGRESSION RESULTS – WOM 
                                                   Being Negatively Affected                                            Not Being Negatively Affected 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                         Model 1               Model 2                Model 3                 Model 1                Model 2                 Model 3               
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Constant                            5.16***                 5.31***               5.31***                  8.43***                8.49***                 8.56*** 
Area                                    .54                         .45                       .46                         -.63                      -.62                        -.65 
COS                                    .91***                 1.02***                1.03***                   .40*                      .33                         .31 
NI                                        .34                        .33                        .31                         .18                        .26                          .25 
CE                                      -.08                       -.11                      -.12                        -.07                       -.04                        -.04 
Mexico Image                     .03                       -.11                      -.12                          .43                        .40**                     .41** 
COS x NI                                                         .13                        .14                                                       .07                         .05 
COS x CE                                                       -.05                       -.05                                                      .44**                     .44** 
CE x NI                                                            -.24                      -.04                                                      .10                         .10 
COS x CE x NI                                                                            -.03                                                                                    -.01 
R2                                       .36                          .39                       .39                           .34                       .41                          .41  
Adjusted R2                       .31                          .31                        .30                          .29                       .34                          .34 
ΔR2                                     .36***                     .04                        .00                         .34***                 .07*                        .00 
F-statistic                          7.12***                 4.94***                4.33***                  6.87***               6.31***                  5.50*** 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.—Standardized regression weights are presented. 
 †p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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FIGURE 1: STIMULI IN STUDY 1A 
English plus Chinese service: 
 
English only Service: 
 
English plus Spanish Service: 
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FIGURE 2 
 STUDY 1A: THE CE x NI INTERACTION EFFECT ON WOM TOWARD ENGLISH 
PLUS SPANISH SERVICE IN THE ETHNICALLY HETENOGENEOUS 
CONSUMER SAMPLE  
 
Note.—Following Aiken and West (1991), we present values predicted by the 
regression model to obtain at ± 1 standard deviation from the means.  
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FIGURE 3 
 STUDY 1A: THE COS x CE INTERACTION EFFECT ON WOM TOWARD 
ENGLISH PLUS SPANISH SERVICE IN THE ETHNICALLY HOMOGENEOUS 
CONSUMER SAMPLE  
 
 
Note.—Following Aiken and West (1991), we present values predicted by the 
regression model to obtain at ± 1 standard deviation from the means.  
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FIGURE 4 
 STUDY 1A: THE COS x CE INTERACTION EFFECT ON PI TOWARD ENGLISH 
PLUS CHINESE SERVICE IN THE ETHNICALLY HETEROGENEOUS 
CONSUMER SAMPLE  
 
 
Note.—Following Aiken and West (1991), we present values predicted by the 
regression model to obtain at ± 1 standard deviation from the means.  
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FIGURE 5 
 STUDY 1B: THE COS x CE INTERACTION EFFECT ON ATTITUDE TOWARD 
THE TWO ETHNIC-TARGETING SERVICES IN THE CHINA SAMPLE  
 
 
Note.—Following Aiken and West (1991), we present values predicted by the 
regression model to obtain at ± 1 standard deviation from the means.  
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FIGURE 6 
 STUDY 1B: THE COS x CE x NI INTERACTION EFFECT ON ATTITUDE 
TOWARD THE TWO ETHNIC-TARGETING SERVICES IN THE CHINA SAMPLE  
Among consumers with low NI: 
 
 
Among consumers with high NI: 
 
 
Note.—Following Aiken and West (1991), we present values predicted by the 
regression model to obtain at ± 1 standard deviation from the means.  
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FIGURE 7 
 STUDY 3: THE COS x CE INTERACTION EFFECT ON ATTITUDE TOWARD THE 
MULTIPLE ETHNIC LANGUAGE SERVICE IN THE ETHNICALLY 
HETEROGENEOUS CONSUMER SAMPLE  
 
 
 
Note.—Following Aiken and West (1991), we present values predicted by the 
regression model to obtain at ± 1 standard deviation from the means.  
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FIGURE 8 
 STUDY 3: THE COS x NI INTERACTION EFFECT ON ATTITUDE TOWARD THE 
MULTIPLE ETHNIC LANGUAGE SERVICE IN THE ETHNICALLY 
HETEROGENEOUS CONSUMER SAMPLE  
 
 
 
Note.—Following Aiken and West (1991), we present values predicted by the 
regression model to obtain at ± 1 standard deviation from the means.  
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FIGURE 9 
 STUDY 6: THE EI x NI INTERACTION EFFECT ON PI TOWARD ENGLISH PLUS 
CHINESE SERVICE IN THE ETHNIC CHINESE CONSUMER SAMPLE  
 
 
Note.—Following Aiken and West (1991), we present values predicted by the 
regression model to obtain at ± 1 standard deviation from the means.  
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FIGURE 10 
STUDY 7: THE COS x CE INTERACTION EFFECT ON ATTITUDE TOWARD 
ETHNIC SERVICES IN THE NOT NEGATIVELY AFFECTED CONDITION 
 
 
Note.—Following Aiken and West (1991), we present values predicted by the 
regression model to obtain at ± 1 standard deviation from the means.  
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FIGURE 11 
STUDY 7: THE COS x CE INTERACTION EFFECT ON WOM TOWARD ETHNIC 
SERVICES IN THE NOT NEGATIVELY AFFECTED CONDITION 
 
 
Note.—Following Aiken and West (1991), we present values predicted by the 
regression model to obtain at ± 1 standard deviation from the means.  
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MEASUREMENT ITEMS 
COS (Cleveland and Laroche 2007)  
1. I enjoy exchanging ideas with people from other cultures or countries. 
2. I am interested in learning more about people who live in other countries. 
3. I enjoy being with people of other countries to learn about their views and 
approaches. 
4. I like to observe people of other countries, to see what I can learn from them. 
5. I like to learn about other ways of life. 
6. I find people from other countries stimulating. 
CE (shortened version of CETSCALE) (Shimp and Sharma 1987)  
1. Only those products that are unavailable in the U.S. should be imported. 
2. American products: first, last, and foremost. 
3. Purchasing foreign-made products is un-American. 
4. It is not right to purchase foreign products because it puts Americans out of jobs. 
5. A real American should always buy American-made products. 
6. We should purchase products manufactured in America instead of letting other 
countries get rich off us. 
7. Americans should not buy foreign products because this hurts American 
businesses and causes unemployment. 
8. It may cost me in the long run, but I prefer to support American products. 
9. We should buy from foreign countries only those products that we cannot obtain 
within our own country. 
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10. American consumers who purchase products made in other countries are 
responsible for putting their fellow Americans out of work. 
NI (Berry et al. 2006)  
1. I think of myself as being American. 
2. I am proud of being American. 
3. I feel that I am part of American culture. 
4. I am happy to be American. 
China’s Country Image  
1. Chinese people are friendly. 
2. I would like to make Chinese friends. 
3. The country image of China is overall positive. 
4. I would like to visit China if there is a chance. 
Ethnic Identity (Phinney and Ong 2007)  
1. I have spent time trying to find out more about my ethnic group, such as its 
history, tradition, and customs. 
2. I have a strong sense of belonging to my own ethnic group. 
3. I understand pretty well what my ethnic group membership means to me. 
4. I have often done things that will help me understand my ethnic background 
better. 
5. I have often talked to other people in order to learn more about my ethnic group. 
6. I feel a strong attachment towards my own ethnic group. 
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